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PREFACE. 


This  volume  of  Reports  being  printed  at  a  great 
distance  from  the  residence  of  the  Reporter,  he  has 
been  obliged  to  have  it  pass  through  the  press  with 
more  rapidity  than  would  have  been  desirable  under 
other  circumstances.  It  is  not  improbable,  therefore, 
that  many  inaccuracies  have  escaped  his  observation, 
which  would  have  been  detected  if  he  had  had  ample 
time  for  a  critical  examination  of  the  proof  sheets.  He 
trusts,  however,  that  no  serious  errors  will  be  found  in 
the  work. 

This  volume  contains  all  the  cases  in  which  any 
principle  has  been  decided,  and  which  have  not  been 
previously  reported,  to  the  end  of  December  term,  1840. 

The  Roll  of  Attorneys  has  been  inserted  as  a  part  of 
the  legal  chronicles  of  the  State ;  but  the  price  of  the 
book  has  not  been  enhanced  thereby. 

THE  REPORTER. 
Chicagk),  October^  1841. 


JUDGES 


SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  ILLINOIS, 


DURING  THE  PERIOD  EMBRACED  IN  THESE  REPORTS. 


WILLIAM  WILSON,  Chief  Justice. 
SAMUEL  D.  LOCKWOOD 
THEOPHILUS  W.  SMITH, 
THOMAS  C.  BROWNE, 
THOMAS  F0RD,(1) 
SIDNEY  BREESE, 
WALTER  B.  SCATES, 
SAMUEL  H.  TREAT, 
STEPHEN  A.  DOUGLASS 


>  Associate  Justices. 


ATTORNEYS  GENERAL. 

WICKLIFFE  KITCHELL, 
JOSIAH  LAMB0RN.(2) 

REPORTER. 

J.  YOUNG  SCAIVIMON. 


(1)  By  an  act  passed  Feb.  10th,  1841,  the  Judiciary  was  reorganized,  the  Circuit  Judges 
legislated  out  of  office,  and  the  number  of  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  increased  to  nine. 
Acts  of  1840-1,  173.  Under  this  act  the  five  Judges  last  named  were  elected,  by  joint  vote 
of  the  two  houses  of  the  General  Assembly,  Feb.  15th,  1841. 

(2)  Mr.  Lamborn  was  elected  Attorney-General,  and  commissioned  Dec.  23d,  1840,  in 
place  of  Mr.  Kitchell. 


THE 


JUDGES  OF  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

PERFORM  CIRCUIT  DUTIES  AS  FOLLOWS: 

1st  Circuit, Justice  LOCKWOOD. 

2d  do Justice  BREESE. 

3d  do  Justice  SCATES. 

4th  do  -    -    -    .    Chief  Justice  WILSOIST. 

5th  do  Justice  DOUGLASS. 

6th  do Justice  BROWNE. 

7th  do  Justice  SMITH. 

8th  do  ......  Justice  TREAT. 

9th  do  ......  Justice  FORD. 


ADDITIONAL  RULES, 

ADOPTED  AT  THE  DECEMBER  TERM,  1840. 


XXYI.  Whenever  a  bond  is  executed  by  an  attorney  in 
fact,  the  Clerk  shall  require  the  original  power  of  attorney  to  be 
filed  in  his  office,  unless  it  shall  appear  that  the  power  of  attorney 
contains  other  powers  than  the  mere  power  to  execute  the  bond 
in  question ;  in  which  case,  the  original  power  of  attorney  shall 
be  presented  to  the  Clerk,  and  a  true  copy  thereof  filed,  certified 
by  the  Clerk  to  be  a  true  copy  of  the  original.     2  Oil.,  265. 

XXYII.  It  having  been  suggested  to  the  Court  by  the  Clerk, 
that  records  of  causes  from  the  Circuit  Courts,  now  pending  in 
this  Court,  have  by  some  casualty  been  lost,  or  are  missing  from 
the  files  in  the  office  of  the  Clerk,  it  is,  therefore,  Ordered, 
That,  in  such  cases,  either  party  in  the  cause  may  supply  the  loss 
of  such  record,  by  obtaining  an  exemplification  or  copy  of  such 
record,  and  filing  the  same  with  the  Clerk  of  this  Court,  the  cost  of 
such  copy  to  be  taxed  against  the  unsuccessful  party  in  the  cause. 

XXYIII.  It  is  further  Ordered,  That,  on  the  filing  of  any 
paper  with  the  Clerk,  he  shall  thereupon,  in  addition  to  the  endorse- 
ment made  on  the  paper,  of  the  day  of  filing,  make  an  entry  in  a 
book  to  be  kept  for  that  purpose,  of  the  title  of  the  cause,  of  the 
nature  of  the  paper  filed,  and  of  the  day  on  which  the  same  was 
filed. 


xiv  ADDITIONAL  RULES. 

XXIX.  Hereafter,  in  all  cases  in  whicli  no  counsel  shall  be 
entered  on  the  Docket,  or  where  they  are  entered,  and  do  not 
appear,  such  causes  will  be  dismissed  on  calling  them,  unless 
cause  is  shown  for  a  continuance.  This  rule  to  take  effect  from 
and  after  this  terra.     Adopted  February  25,  1841. 


ADMISSION   OF  ATTORNEYS   AND    COUNSELLOES. 

XXX.  Hereafter  all  applicants  for  examination  for  a  license 
to  practice  law  in  the  courts  of  this  State  'shall  be.  required  to 
present  themselves  in  person  for  examination,  in  open  court,  at 
some  term  thereof,  except  in  cases  where  the  applicant  shall  have 
a  license,  or  other  satisfactory  voucher,  proving  that  he  has  been 
regularly  admitted  an  Attorney  at  Law  in  some  court  of  record 
within  the  United  States.     Rescinded^  3  Scam,  i?.,  10. 

XXXI.  Ordered,  That  the  Saturday  of  the  first  ^and  second 
weeks  of  each  term  of  this  Court  be  the  days  appropriated  for 
the  examination  of  such  applicants.     Adopted  March.  1,  1841. 

Ford,  Justice,  dissented  from  the  last  two  rules. 

For  the  preceding  rales,  see  the  first  volume  ©f  these  reports. 
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DECISIONS 


SUPREME    COURT 


STATE  OF  ILLINOIS, 


BBLIVBRED 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1839,  AT  SPRINGFIELD. 


CONTimjED   FKOM   VOL.    I. 


Cornelius  C.  Yajst  Hoett,  plaintiif  in  error,  v.  William 
Jones,  Heney  B.  Claek,  and  Byeam  King,  defend- 
ants in  error. 

Error  to  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Chicago. 

The  same  averments  are  necessary  to  give  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago 

jurisdiction,  when  it  sends  its  process  to  a  foreign  county,  that  would  be  requisite  in  a 

like  case,  in  a  Circuit  Court. 
An  averment  of  the  residence  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  or 

that  the  contract  was  specifically  made  payable,  in  the  county  where  suit  is  instituted,  is 

necessary  where  process  is  sent  to  a  foreign  county. 
The  act  abolishing  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago  has  no  application  to  a 

case  where  process  is  sent  to  another  county. 

J.  Y.  ScAMMoN,  I.  N.  Aenold,  and  M.  D.  Ogden,  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error. 

Justin  Butterfield,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  commenced  by  Jones,  King, 
and  Clark  against  Van  Horn,  in  the  Municipal  Court  of  ihe  city 
of  Chicago.  The  summons  was  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Will 
county,  and  by  him  served  on  the  defendant  below.  Ttie  declara- 
tion contains  a  count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  the 
common  money  counts,  but  does  not  contain  any  averment  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  residents  of  the  county  of  Cook,  or  that  the 
contract  was  specifically  made  payable  in  that  county. 
Vol.  II.  1 
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Judgment  was  rendered  by  default  against  the  defendant,  tlie 
plaintiff  in  error  in  this  Court. 

Without  intending  to  decide  whether  the  Municipal  Court  of 
the  city  of  Chicago  could  send  its  process  into  any  other  county 
than  that  of  Cook,  it  is  clear  that  when  it  does,  the  same  aver- 
ments must  be  made  to  give  the  Municipal  Court  jurisdiction,  that 
are  necessary  to  give  a  Circuit  Court  jurisdiction  in  like  cases. 

This  Court  has  repeatedly  decided  that  the  Circuit  Court  of 
any  county  cannot  send  its  process  to  another  county,  unless 
the  declaration  contains  an  averment  that  the  cause  of  action 
accrued  in  the  county  where  the  plaintiff  resides,  and  in  which 
the  suit  is  brought,  or  that  the  contract  upon  which  the  suit  is 
instituted  is  specifically  made  payable  in  the  county  in  which  the 
action  is  commenced. 

It  was,  however,  suggested  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants 
in  error,  that  the  act  repealing  a  part  of  the  '■''Act  to  incorporate 
the  City  of  Ghicago^^  (1)  which  provides  "  That  it  shall  be  no 
ground  of  error  in  or  to  any  judgment  heretofore  rendered  in  the 
said  Municipal  Court,  that  it  does  not  appear  by  the  record  or 
proceedings  that  the  defendant  resided  in  the  said  county  of 
Cook,"  has  cured  the  error. 

This  provision  of  the  act  has  no  manner  of  application  to  the 
objection  raised  to  the  declaration  in  this  cause.  The  error  relied 
on  is,  that  the  Municipal  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  per- 
son of  the  defendant,  the  declaration  containing  none  of  the  aver- 
ments above  mentioned,  and  the  defendant  being  a  resident  of 
another  county.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  below  is  therefore 
reversed  with  costs. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(1)  Acts  of  Incorporation  of  1838-39. 


LowET  et  al.^  plaintiffs  in  error,  "v.  Brtam-t,  defendant  in 

error. 

Error  to  Peoria. 

Probable  cause  for  reversing  a  judgment  is  good  ground  for  granting  a  supersedeas. 

Per  Curiam :  A  supersedeas  will  be  granted,  when  it  appears, 
upon  inspection  of  the  record,  that  there  is  probable  cause  for 
•reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below.  The  supersedeas  is 
allowed  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  parties  to  litigate  the 
question  without  prejudice  to  their  rights,  when  there  is  probable 
grounds  for  suspending  the  enforcement  of  the  execution. 


SPRINGFIELD. 


The  People  v.  Rockwell. 


The  People  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  ex  relatione 
Jesse  B.  Thomas,  a  Commissioner  of  tlie  Board  of 
Public  Works,  v.  Dennis  Rockwell,  Clerk  of  tke 
Circuit  Court  of  Morgan  County. 

Motion  for  a  Mandamus. 

A  clerk  is  not  bound  to  deliver  an  exemplification  of  the  records  of  the  Court  of  which  he 
is  clerk,  until  his  fees  for  making  the  exemplification  are  paid. 

In  civil  causes,  clerks  of  courts  are  entitled  to  the  same  fees  when  they  render  servi- 
ces for  the  State,  that  they  would  be  if  the  services  were  performed  for  private 
persons,  [a) 

The  following  stipulation  was  filed  by  the  attorneys  of  the 
respective  parties : 

"  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Illinois. 

"  State  of  Illinois  v.  Burton. 

"  Same  v.  Weatherbee. 

"  Same  v.  Blodgett. 

"  Same  v.  Million. 

"It  is  hereby  agreed  between  S.  A.  Douglass,  who  appears 
on  behalf  of  the  State,  and  William  Brown,  on  the  part  of  the 
said  clerk,  that  the  following  is  a  true  statement  of  the  facts  upon 
which  this  motion  is  predicaied ;  and  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is 
solicited  upon  the  law  thereon. 

"These  cases  were  instituted  to  assess  damages  and  obtain  the 
right  of  way,  under  the  law  establishing  the  Internal  Improvement 
System.  The  Commissioner  for  the  first  judicial  circuit,  Jesse 
B.  Thomas,  Esq.,  prayed  and  obtained  an  appeal  to  this  Court, 
and  directed  the  clerk  of  the  Morgan  Circuit  Court,  where  the 
cases  were  pending,  to  make  out  the  records  of  the  proceedings 
of  the  Court  below,  which  the  said  clerk  has  accordingly  done, 
and  placed  the  same  in  the  hands  of  J.  J.  Hardin,  Esq.,  as  his 
agent,  to  deliver  the  said  records  to  the  agent  of  the  State  upon 
the  payment  to  the  agent  of  said  clerk,  his  fees  thereon. 

"  The  agent  of  the  State  denies,  that,  according  to  the  laws  of 
this  State,  the  State  is  bound  to  pay  costs,  and  insists  that  the  said 
clerk  is  bound  to  furnish  the  said  records  without  the  payment  of 
costs  or  fees ;  and,  on  the  contrary,  the  clerk  insists  that  he  is 
entitled  to  his  fees  for  making  out  a  copy  of  the  records,  before 
the  delivery  of  said  records. 

"  Upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  parties  aforesaid  submit  the  ques- 
tion to  the  Court,  whether  the  said  clerk  is  or  is  not  bound  to 
deliver  said  records  without  previous  payment  of  fees  thereon. 

"  Upon  this  statement  of  facts,  the  State  of  Illinois  asks  SLman- 
damus  against  Dennis  Rockwell,  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Morgan  county,  commanding  him  to  deliver  over  to  the  agent 

(a)  People  v.  Canal  Com.,  3  Scam.  B.,  545.    But  see  People  v.  Pierce,  1  Gil  R.,  555 
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or  attorney  for  the  State,  tlie  copies  of  the  records  in  the  afore- 
said causes.  "  S.  A.  DOUGLASS. 

"WM.  BROWN." 

Per  Curiam.:  The  motion  is  denied.  The  clerks  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Courts  are  not  bound  to  perform  services  for  the  State,  in  civil 
causes,  without  compensation.  They  are  entitled  to  the  same  fees 
that  they  would  be  entitled  to  receive  from  private  persons.  A 
clerk  is  not  bound  to  deliver  an  exemplification  of  the  records  of 
the  Court  of  which  he  is  clerk,  until  his  fees  are  paid  for  making 
the  exemplification. 


Motion  denied. 


William   Mani^iistg  and  JoHisr  Mai^isthstg,  appellants,  v. 
Samuel  C.  Pieece,  appellee. 

Appeal  from  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Alton. 

Debt  is  a  proper  form  of  action  on  a  replevin  bond. 

Where  the  condition  of  a  replevin  bond  was,  that  if  the  plaintiff  should  prosecute  his 
suit  vyith  effect,  and  save  the  officer  harmless,  or  make  return  of  the  property,  if  the 
same  should  be  awarded  to  the  defendant,  &c.,  and  the  declaration  averred  that 
such  proceedings  were  had  in  the  suit,  that  it  was  adjudged  that  the  plaintiff  should 
take  nothing  by  his  writ ;  and  thereupon  a  writ  of  retorno  habendo  was  awarded 
and  delivered  to  the  officer;  and  that  the  plaintiff  "did  not  prosecute  his  suit  with 
effect,  or  make  return  of  the  property"  replevied:  Held,  that  the  breach  alleged  in 
the  declaration  was  sufficient. 

This  was  an  action  of  deht  brought  in  the  Municipal  Court  of 
the  city  of  Alton,  by  Samuel  C.  Pierce,  late  coroner  of  Madi- 
son county,  against  the  appellants,  upon  a  replevin  bond  exe- 
cuted by  them  to  said  Pierce,  as  coroner  of  said  county.  The 
declaration  contained  two  counts ;  the  first  merely  setting  out  a 
bond  made  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  as  coroner,  for  the 
payment  of  $500.  The  second  set  forth  the  making  of  the  bond 
with  the  following  condition  : 

"  That,  .whereas  the  above  bounden  William  Manning  had  sued 
out  of  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Alton,  county  and  State 
aforesaid,  a  writ  of  replevin  against  Nathaniel  Buckmaster,  for 
detaining  the  following  property,  to  wit :  one  sofa,  one  sideboard, 
three  looking  glasses,  one  high  post  bedstead,  one  wardrobe,  one 
pair  card  tables,  one  cane-bottom  rocking  chaii',  six  common  cane- 
bottom  chairs,  one  secretary,  two  carpets,  and  one  dining  table, 
of  the  value  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars.  Now,  if  the  said 
William  Manning  should  prosecute  said  suit  with  effect,  against 
said  Nathaniel  Buckmaster,  for  the  above  described  property,  and 
should  hold  the  said  coroner  harmless,  or  make  return  of  the  prop- 
erty, if  the  same  should  be  awarded  to  the  said  defendant,  and. 
should  pay  such  costs  as  might  accrue  in  said  suit,  in  case  of  a 
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failure  in  the  prosecution  thereof,  then  the  bond  to  be  void,  other- 
wise to  be  in  full  force  and  effect." 

This  count  concluded  as  follows : 

"And  the  said  plaintiff  in  fact  further  saith,  that  afterwards 
when  the  said  suit  of  replevin  came  before  this  Court  for  the  trial 
thereof,  to  wit:  at  the  July  term  of  this  Court,  and  at  the  county 
aforesaid,  such  proceedings  were  had  before  this  Coui^t,  that  it  was 
considered  and  adjudged  by  the  same  that  the  said  William  Man- 
ning should  take  nothing  by  his  said  writ,  but  that  he  and  his 
pledges  to  prosecute  should  be  in  mercy. 

"And  that  the  said  Nathaniel  Buckmaster  should  go  thereof 
without  day,  and  that  he  should  have  return  of  the  goods  and  chat- 
tels aforesaid,  as  by  the  records  and  proceedings  of  this  Court 
more  fully  appears.  And  thereupon  there  issued  from  the  office 
of  the  clerk  of  this  Court,  under  the  seal  of  this  Court,  a  certain 
writ  of  this  Court,  called  a  writ  of  retorno  habendo,  directed  to 
the  coroner  of»the  county  of  Madison  aforesaid,  this  plaintiff  being 
then  the  said  coroner,  which  said  writ  boie  date  the  twenty- 
sixth  day  of  July,  A.  D.  1838,  commanding  the  said  coroner  to 
cause  to  be  returned  to  the  said  Nathaniel  Buckmaster,  without 
delay,  the  goods  and  chattels  aforesaid. 

"And  the  said  plaintiff  in  fact  further  saith,  that  the  said  Wil- 
liam Manning  did  not  prosecute  his  said  replevin  suit  against  the 
said  Nathaniel  Buckmaster  to  effect,  or  make  return  of  the  said 
goods  and  chattels,  or  any  part  thereof,  according  to  the  form  and 
effect  of  the  said  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,"  &c. 

The  defendants  filed  a  general  demurrer  to  the  first  count,  and 
a  special  demurrer  to  the  second  count  of  the  declaration,  assign- 
ing for  causes  of  demurrer  to  the  second  count,  "  First.  That  it  is 
not  shown  in  the  second  count  in  the  declaration  that  the  said 
second  count  is  brought  upon  another  and  different  obligation  than 
the  one  in  the  first  count  mentioned. 

"Secondly.  Because  the  said  declaration  is  double." 

The  plaintiff  joined  in  the  demurrers,  and  the  Municipal  Court, 
the  Hon.  William  Martin  presiding,  overruled  the  same,  and 
gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  The  damages  were  assessed  by 
a  jury. 

From  this  judgment  the  defendants  appealed  to  this  Court,  and 
assigned  for  error; — 

"  1.  The  action  of  debt  will  not  lie  upon  the  bond  exhibited  in 
the  record. 

"2.  From  the  bond  and  condition  there  were  disjunctive  and 
alternative  acts  to  be  done,  and  the  declaration  contains  no  aver- 
ment of  the  perfor~nance  of  those  acts. 

"3.  The  judgment  upon  the  demurrers  should  have  been  for 
the  defendants. 
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"  4.  The  declaration  is  insufficient." 

To  which  there  was  a  joinder  in  error. 

The  appellants  relied  upon  the  following  points : 

1.  This  being  an  action  upon  an  ofiice  bond,  covenant  is  the 
proper  remedy. 

2.  Under  the  practice  act,  it  is  necessary  to  set  out  the  condi- 
tion of  the  bond  in  the  declaration.  Hurleston  on  Bonds  (Law 
Library),  130,  131;  Dwarris  on  Statutes,  53  (Law  Library) ;  Eoles 
V.  Rosewell,  5  Term  R.,  538. 

3.  There  is  no  sufficient  negation  of  the  performance  of  the 
condition  of  the  bond. 

The  cause  was  submitted  without  argument. 

A.  CowLES  and  J.  M.  Krum,  for  the  appellants. 
G.  T.  M.  Davis,  for  the  appellee. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  on  an  official  bond  given  to  the  cor- 
oner of  Madison  county  in  an  action  of  replevin.  There  are 
two  counts  in  the  declaration  ;  the  first  merely  sets  out  the  bond, 
and  avers  the  non-payment  of  the  sum  covenanted  to  be  paid. 
The  second  assigns  breaches  of  the  condition  of  the  bond.  To 
these  counts,  the  defendants  in  the  Court  below  demurred  separ- 
ately ;  and  they  now  assign  for  error  the  decision  of  the  Court 
below,  in  overruling  the  demurrers,  and  urge,  as  grounds  of  objec- 
tion, first,  that  an  action  of  debt  will  not  lie  on  the  bond  exhib- 
ited in  the  record ;  secondly,  the  declaration  is  insufficient,  as 
there  were  disjunctive  and  alternative  acts  to  be  done,  and  the 
declaration  does  not  contain  an  averment  of  the  non-performance 
of  those  acts,  (a) 

We  can  perceive  no  force  in  the  objection  as  to  the  form  of 
action ;  the  action  is  well  conceived.  The  declaration  is  consid- 
ered sufficient.  The  covenant  was  to  prosecute  the  action  of 
replevin  to  effect,  or  to  make  return  of  the  property,  if  it  should  be 
awarded  to  the  defendant  in  the  action  of  replevin,  and  pay  such 
costs  as  might  accrue  in  such  suit,  in  case  of  a  failure  in  the  prose- 
cution thereof  The  breaches  in  the  non-performance  of  these 
conditions  are  fully  set  out,  as  well  as  the  averments  that  the 
action  of  replevin  had  been  tried,  and  that  a  return  of  the  property 
had  been  adjudged,  and  a  writ  of  retorno  habendo  awarded.  The 
demurrer  was  correctly  decided.  The  judgment  is  affirmed,  with 
costs. 

Judgment  affLrmied. 

(«)  County  Com.,  &c.  v.  Smith,  3  Scam.  R.,  232;  Petrie  v.  Fisher,  43  HI.  R.,  442. 
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Edwaed  Shirtliff,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  The  People  of 
THE  State  of  Illinois,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  Morgan. 

On  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court,  in  a  criminal  case,  the  Circuit  Court  can  try  the  cause 
dc  novo. 

Surplusage  does  not  vitiate  a  warrant. 

Where  the  capias,  issued  for  the  arrest  of  a  person  charged  with  an  assault  and  bat- 
tery, stated  that  the  act  complained  of  was  "  contrary  to  the  law  of  the  State  of  Illinois, 
and  in  violation  of  the  ordinances  of  the  town  of  Lynville,"  and  the  cause  was  phiced 
on  the  justice's  docket  in  the  name  of  the  "  President  and  Trustees  of  Lynville," 
and  the  justice  gave  judgment  in  favor  of  the  "President,"  &c. ;  and  on  appeal 
the  Circuit  Court  directed  the  cause  to  be  docketed  in  the  name  of  the  "People,'  and 
tried  the  cause  as  between  the  "  People  "  and  the  defendant :  Held,  that  there  was  no 
error. 

On"  the  22dday  of  April,  1839,  William  Gordon,  Esq.,  a  justice 
of  the  peace  of  the  county  of  Morgan,  issued  the  following  capias, 
to  wit: 

"  State  of  Illinois,  Morgan  county,  set.  The  People  of  the  State 
of  Illinois,  to  any  constable  of  said  county,  greeting: 
"  Whereas,  Christiana  Riggs  hath  complained  on  oath,  in  writ- 
ing, that  Edward  Shirtliff  did,  on  the  21st  day  of  April,  1839, 
commit  an  assault  and  battery  on  the  body  of  the  said  Christiana 
Riggs,  contrary  to  the  law  of  the  State  of  Illinois^  and  in  violation 
of  the  ordinances  of  the  town  of  Lynville,  — 

"  These  are  therefore  to  command  you  to  take  the  body  of  said 

Edward  Shirtliff,  and  bring  him  forthwith  before  me  to  answer  to  the 

complaint  aforesaid,  and  to  be  further  dealt  with  according  to  law. 

"  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal,  this  22d  day  of  April,  1839. 

"  WILLIAM  GORDON,  J.  P.     (Seal.) " 

Said  capias  was  indorsed,  "  The  town  of  Lynville  v.  Edward 
Shirtliff." 

On  the  same  day,  said  Shirtliff  was  tried  by  a  jury  before  said 
Gordon,  in  a  cause  entitled  "  The  President  and  Board  of  Trust- 
ees of  the  town  of  Lynville  v.  Edward  Shirtliff."  The  jury 
found  the  defendant  guilty,  and  fined  him  forty  dollars  and  costs 
of  suit.  Upon  this  verdict  the  Court  rendered  the  following 
judgment:  "Therefore,  it  is  ordered  that  the  President  and  Trust- 
ees of  the  town  of  Lynville  recover  of  the  defendant  the  sum  of 
forty  dollars,  fine,  and  costs  of  suit,  taxed  at  two  dollars  sixty-eight 
and  three  qua'^ters  cents." 

From  this  judgment  the  defendant  appealed  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Morgan  county,  and  the  cause  was  there  docketed  "  The  Pres- 
ident and  Trustees  of  Lynville  v.  Edward  Shirtliff."     Upon  the 
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"calling  of  the  cause  in  the  Circuit  Court,  the  defendant  moved  the 
Court  to  quash  the  proceedings,  and  reverse  the  judgment  of  the 
justice,  and  dismiss  the  suit  for  the  following  reasons : 

1.  The  justice  of  the  peace  had  no  jurisdiction  to  try  the 
cause. 

2.  The  plaintiffs  cannot  sustain  this  action,  which  is  for  a  crimi- 
nal offense  against  the  law  of  the  State. 

8.  The  action  is  brought  contrary  to  law. 

4.  The  president  and  trustees  of  an  incorporated  town  have  no 
legal  right  to  fine  any  person  over  five  dollars  for  any  one  breach 
of  a  town  ordinance. 

5.  It  is  an  action  for  a  crime  or  misdemeanor,  and  not  cogniza- 
ble before  a  magistrate  in  behalf  of  a  corporation  or  town. 

6.  It  should  have  been  an  action  of  debt  for  a  fine  not  exceed- 
ing five  dollars,  previously  assessed  by  the  corporate  authorities. 

7.  Incorporated  towns  cannot  enact  penal  codes,  except  in  the 
strict  performance  of  their  duties  and  powers  as  defined  by  law. 

The  Circuit  Court  overruled  the  motion,  and  the  defendant 
excepted  to  the  decision.  Thereupon  a  jury  was  called  to  try  an 
issue  between  the  People  of  the  State  of  Illinois  and  said  Shirt- 
liff,  to  which  the  defendant  objected,  and  offered  to  prove  to  the 
Court  (and  did  prove  to  the  Court,  so  far  as  that  fact  could  be 
proved),  by  the  original  docket  of  the  justice  of  the  peace,  that  the 
cause  was  originally  tried  between  said  President  and  Trustees  of 
Lynville  and  said  Shirtliflf;  but  the  Court,  notwithstanding, 
directed  the  trial  in  the  Circuit  Court  to  be  in  the  name  of  the  Peo- 
ple of  the  State  of  Illinois  v.  Edward  Shirtlifif,  and  ordered  the 
cause  to  be  docketed  in  that  manner.  The  defendant  excepted  to 
these  orders,  and  thereupon  withdrew  from  the  trial,  and  refused  to 
make  an  appearance  or  take  any  part  in  the  trial  between  the 
people  of  the  State  and  the  said  Shirtliff.  These  facts  were 
embodied  in  a  bill  of  exceptions. 

The  jury  in  the  Circuit  Court  found  the  defendant  guilty,  and 
fined  him  fifty  dollars.  Judgment  was  rendered  on  this  verdict. 
From  this  judgment,  the  defendant  below  prosecuted  a  writ  of  error 
to  this  Court,  and  assigned  for  error  the  refusal  of  the  Court  to 
quash  the  proceedings  before  the  justice,  and  to  dismiss  the  suit, 
and  the  order  of  the  Court  directing  the  trial  in  the  Circuit  Court 
to  be  in  the  name  of  the  People  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  instead 
of  the  President  and  Trustees  of  Lynville,  as  the  case  was  origi- 
nally tried  before  the  justice. 

There  was  a  joinder  in  error  by  the  Attorney-General,  Wick- 

LIFFE  KiTCHELL. 


JosiAH  Lamborn,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
William  Brown,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 
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Bkowne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

Information  was  made  upon  the  oath  of  Christiana  Riggs, 
before  W.  Gordon,  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  Morgan  county,  that 
Edward  Shirtliff  had  committed  an  assault  and  battery  upon  the 
said  Christiana  Riggs.  The  justice  of  the  peace,  before  whom 
the  oath  was  made,  issued  his  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  the  said 
Edward  ShirtlifP.  The  warrant  run  in  the  name  of  "  the  People 
of  the  State  of  Illinois,"  and  went  on  to  set  out  the  offense  "as 
against  the  laws  of  the  State,  and  also  against  the  ordinances  of 
the  town  of  Lynville."  Edward  Shirtliff  was  brought  before  the 
justice  and  fined.  The  case  before  the  justice  was  docketed  in 
the  name  of  the  "  President  and  Trustees  of  the  town  of  Lyn- 
ville V.  Edward  ShirtlifP."  The  defendant  appealed  from  the 
decision  of  the  justice  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Morgan  county, 
where  the  Court  permitted  the  cause  to  be  docketed  and  tried  in 
this  case  in  the  name  of  the  People  v.  Edward  Shirtliff'.(«)  Judg- 
ment was  rendered  against  the  defendant  below,  to  reverse  which 
this  writ  of  error  is  brought.  The  statute  giving  jurisdiction  to 
justices  of  the  peace,  of  cases  of  assaults  and  of  assaults  and  batteries, 
confers  on  the  Circuit  Court,  where  the  appeal  is  brought,  the  right  to 
try  the  case  as  an  original  one.(l)  ip)  So  much  of  the  warrant  as 
states  the  offense  to  be  against  the  corporate  authorities,  &c.,  was 
nothing  more  than  surplusage,  and  did  not  vitiate  it.  The  statute 
does  not  make  a  justice's  court  a  court  of  record,  but  only  requires 
him  to  keep  a  docket  of  the  cases  tried  before  him. 

The  points  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  below  are 
not  sufficient  to  reverse  the  judgment. 

Let  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Morgan  county  be 
affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(a)  Lake  v-.  Morse,  11  111.  R.,  589,  and  note.    (1)  E.  L.,  402, 404 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  415, 416  . 

[b)  Cooley  v.  Culton,  20  111.  R.,  42. 


JoHisr  E,.  Forsyth  and  Andrew  Gtrat,  appellants,  v. 
KoBERT  Baxter,  Edward  D.  Hicks,  Henry  Ewing, 
and  AisTTHOisrY  W.  Vaistlear,  appellees. 

Ajjpeal  from  Peoria. 

It  is  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute  requiring  the  names  of  parties  litigant  to 

(    be  endorsed  on  depositions,  to  endorse  the  names  of  the  firms. (6) 

A  leading  question  is  not  always  objectionable. (a) 

It  is  no  error  to  admit  in  evidence  the  laws  of  another  State,  when  they  are  like  our 

own,  even  where  there  is  no  averment  of  such  laws  in  the  declaration. 
Where  a  note  is  made  in  another  State,  interest  will  be  allowed  according  to  our  laws, 

(«)  Goodrich  V.  Huuson,  33  111.  R.,  499.        {b)  Cole  v.  Choteau,  18  III.  R.,  439. 
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where  there  is  no  averment  of  the  laws  of  the  foreign  State,  or  that  interest  is  there 
recoverable. 

This  was  an  action  commenced  in  tbe  Peoria  Circuit  Court  by' 
the  appellees  against  the  appellants,  upon  a  promissory  note  of 
which  the  following  is  a  copy : 

"$400  tVo-.  St.  Louis,  May  22d,  1837.  Ten  days  after 
date,  we  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of  Hicks,  Ewing  &  Co., 
four  hundred  dollars  -^-^  for  value  received  without  defalcation. 

FORSYTH  &  Co." 

The  declaration  was  in  the  usual  form,  and  contained  but  one 
count.  The  plaintiffs  were  alleged  to  be  "  of  the  city  and  county 
of  St.  Louis,  State  of  Missouri,"  and  to  be  partners  under  the 
name  of  Hicks,  Ewing  &  Co.  The  declaration  alleged  the  note 
to  have  been  made  "at  St.  Louis,  to  wit,  at  Peoria."  There 
was  no  other  averment  of  the  place  or  county  in  which  said  note 
was  made.  The  defendants  filed  their  plea  of  non-assumpsii, 
upon  which  issue  was  taken. 

From  the  bill  of  exceptions,  it  appears  that  a  deposition  was 
taken  in  the  cause,  and  returned  to  the  clerk's  office,  sealed  up 
and  directed  to  the  said  clerk,  with  the  following  endorsement, 
"  Hicks,  Ewing  &  Co.  v.  Forsyth  &  Co," 

The  defendants  in  the  Court  below  excepted  to  said  deposition, 
"  because  the  names  of  the  parties  litigant  were  not  endorsed  on 
the  deposition ;"  and  to  the  second  interrogatory  in  said  deposi- 
tion, "  because  said  second  interrogatory  was  leading  and  improper.' 
It  was  as  follows : 

"  Question  2d.  Do  you  know  whether  the  said  plaintiffs, 
Robert  Baxter,  Edward  D.  Hicks,  Henry  Ewing,  and  Anthony 
W.  Vanlear,  are  doing  business  in  company  under  the  firm  and 
style  of  Hicks,  Ewing  &  Co.,  and  if  yes,  how  long  have  they,  to 
your  knowledge,  been  doing  business  in  company  as  aforesaid  ?  " 
The  answer  to  this  interrogatory  was,  "They  are,  and  have  been 
for  about  three  years." 

The  Court  overruled  said  exceptions,  and  on  the  trial  of  the 
cause  permitted  the  whole  of  the  said  deposition  to  be  read  in 
evidence.  The  Court  also  permitted,  the  plaintiffs  "  to  read  in 
evidence  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Missouri  to  prove  that  the  said 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  interest  on  promissory  notes, 
made  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  to  which  the  defendants  objected, 
because  there  was  no  averment  in  the  declaration  that  the  said 
plaintiffs,  by  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  were  entitled  to 
claim  interest  on  promissory  notes."  To  each  of  said  decisions 
the  defendants  excepted.  By  agreement  of  parties,  the  cause 
was  then  submitted  to  the  Court  for  trial,  without  the  intervention 
of  a  j  ury .     Judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiffs,  from  which 
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the  defendants  appealed  to  this  Court,  and  assigned  for  error  the 
decisions  of  the  Court  which  were  excepted  to. 

The  cause  was  heard  at  the  May  term,  1838,  of  the  Court  be- 
low, before  the  Hon.  Dan  Stone. 

W.  Frisby  and  G.  T.  Metcalf,  for  the  appellants,  relied 
upon  the  following  points  and  authorities : 

The  revised  statutes  of  this  State,  in  the  act  concerning  depo- 
sitions,  require  all  depositions  to  be  sealed  up  and  directed  to  the 
clerk  of  the  court  issuing  the  commission,  ^^with  the  names  of  the 
parties  litigant  endorsed  thereon,^''  R.  L.,  227  ;  Gale's   Stat.,  245. 

The  Court  will  not  allow  leading  questions,  that  is,  questions 
which  suggest  to  the  witness  the  answers  to  be  made ;  and  ques- 
tions to  which  the  answer  yes  or  no  would  be  conclusive  are  cer- 
tainly objectionable.   I  Stark.  Ev.,  123,  and  cases  there  cited. 

The  Court  will  not  ex  officio  take  notice  of  foreign  laws,  and 
consequently  they  must  in  general  be  stated  in  pleading.  2  East., 
273;  Cowp.,  174;  6  Mod.,  194;  Salk.,  651;  4  T.  R.,  191;  3 
Esp.,  164. 

The  general  principle  seems  to  be,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot 
introduce  evidence  in  support  of  matters  not  averred  or  set  forth  ia 
the  declaration.  1  Chit.  Plead,  title  "  Declaration^^ 

H.  P.  Johnson,  for  the  appellees,  relies  upon  the  following : 

1st.  The  statute  requiring  the  names  of  the  parties  litigant  to 
be  endorsed  on  the  deposition  is  only  directory  to  the  person  tak- 
ing the  deposition,  and  only  necessary  to  enable  the  clerk  to 
know  in  what  cause  to  file  the  deposition,  and  can  in  no  way 
affect  the  witness,  the  testimony,  or  the  manner  of  taking  it,  and 
relates  only  to  the  duty  of  the  officer,  and  is  beyond  the  control 
of  the  party.  R.  L.,  227;  Gale's  Stat.,  245. 

2d.  Leading  questions.  It  is  necessary  to  lead  the  mind  of  the 
witness  to  a  certain  extent,  to  bring  his  mind  upon  the  sub- 
ject of  enquiry.  Roscoe's  Ev.,  94;  1  Stark.  Ev.,  124,  and  note. 
Nichald  v.  Dowling  &  Knup,  1  Starkie's  Cases,  65 ;  Accerro 
et  al.  V.  Petroni,  Ihid.,  80;  The  People  v.  Mather,  4  Wendell,  247 ; 
Jackson  v.  Packhurst,  4  Wendell,  369;  2  Digest  N.  Y.  Reps., 
460. 

3d.  The  contract  or  note  bears  interest  according  to  the  laws 
of  this  State,  unless  it  be  pleaded  that  the  note  was  made  in  some 
other  State.  In  the  first  instance,  the  contract  is  to  be  treated  as 
if  made  in  this  State,  and  the  venue  must  be  laid  in  the  county 
where  the  suit  is  brought ;  and  >f  the  defendant  wishes  to  avail 
himself  of  the  laws  of  another  State,  for  the  construction  of  his 
contract,  he  should  plead  that  the  contract  was  made  in  such 
State,  and  then  the  plaintiff  could  reply  and  set  forth  the  law  of 
such  State.  The  defendant  cannot,  under  the  general  issue,  drive 
the  plaintiff  to  a  nonsuit  by  proving  that  the  contract  was  made  in 
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another  State,  and  if  it  be  competent  for  tlie  defendant,  under  the 
general  issue,  to  prove  that  the  contract  was  made  in  Missouri,  it 
certainly  is  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  the  law  of  that 
State,  and  that  the  defendant  is  liable  to  interest  thereby. 

Lex  Loci^  2  Kent.  Com.,  459. 

4th.  It  is  immaterial  what  the  laws  of  Missouri  are,  until  the 
defendants  have  shown,  by  pleadmg,  that  they  differ  from  ours. 
1  Chit.  Plead.,  247. 

5th.  The  contract  is  personal,  and  the  defendants  liable  upon 
it  in  any  State,  until  they  show  by  pleading,  that  it  was  made  in 
another  State  whose  laws  exempt  them,  —  as  the  rate  of  interest 
upon  such  instruments  is  the  same  both  in  this  State  and  Mis- 
souri, it  can  make  no  difference  with  the  defendants  under  the 
laws  of  which  State  it  is  recovered. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

The  grounds  of  error  assigned  in  this  case  are  not  sustainable. 
The  objection,  that  the  cause  is  not  rightly  entitled  by  the 
endorsement  on  the  deposition,  is  not  valid.  It  is  substantially  set 
forth,  and  sufficiently  to  indicate  in  what  cause  the  proceedings 
were  had.  We  do  not  perceive  any  objection  to  the  question 
propounded  in  the  interrogatories,  and  to  which  exception  is  taken 
as  being  a  leading  question.  On  the  exception  to  reading  the  laws 
of  Missouri,  we  are  at  a  loss  to  perceive  what  error  there  was  in 
admitting  those  laws  to  show  that  by  those  laws  (the  contract  being 
there  made),  like  under  our  own,  the  debtor  was  chargeable  with 
the  payment  of  interest  on  the  sum  expressed  in  the  note,  after  the 
day  of  payment  had  elapsed.  It  did  not  change  the  rate  of  inter- 
est for  which  the  debtor  was  liable,  those  laws,  like  ours,  establish- 
ing the  rate  at  six  per  centum  per  annum.  If  the  laws  had  not 
been  adduced,  still  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  same  rate,  and 
consequently  their  introduction  produced  no  wrong,  if  we  suppose 
the  Circuit  Court  awarded  interest  under  those  laws,  and  not  our 
own.  It  is  impossible  to  learn,  from  the  decision,  under  which  act 
the  Court  decided ;  and  the  mere  reading  of  the  law  of  Missouri 
would  be  no  ground  of  error. 

Had  the  Court  awarded  a  much  larger  sum  for  interest,  and  had 
the  statute  of  Missouri  been  referred  to,  to  justify  the  sum  allowed, 
it  might  then,  perhaps,  have  beeen  important  to  enquire  whether  a 
party  could  recover  a  greater  amount  of  interest  than  that  allowed 
by  the  laws  of  our  State,-  without  averring  that  by  the  laws  of  the 
State  where  the  contract  was  made,  he  was  entitled  thereto.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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PoLLAKD   Kirkland,   appellant,  v.   Lott   and   Dailey, 

appellees. 

Appeal  from,  Oreene. 

In  an  action  by  the  payees  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  he  bargained  vfith  the  plaintiffs  for  the  purchase  of  three  -lots  of 
ground,  by  their  numbers,  in  the  town  of  Jerseyville,  for  which  he  executed  the 
note  sued  on;  that  at  the  time  the  contract  was  made,  the  plaintiffs  pointed  out 
and  showed  to  the  defendant  the  location  and  situation  ©f  the  said  lots ;  and 
that  he  bargained  for  the  lots  so  pointed  out  and  shown,  but  that  the  lots,  as 
numbered  on  the  plat  of  the  town,  do  not  include  the  ground  pointed  out  by  the 
plaintiffs  and  purchased  by  the  defendant;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  knew,  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  of  the  lots,  that  they  were  not  situated  at  the  place  pointed  out 
and  shown ;  and  that  the  knowledge  of  this  fact  was  by  them  fraudulently  con- 
cealed from  the  defendant;  and  that  since  the  sale  of  said  lots  to  him,  the 
plaintiffs  sold  and  conveyed  the  same  lots  to  another  person,  whereby  they  are 
unable  to  convey  them  to  him :  Held,  that  the  facts  stated  in  the  plea  were  a  good 
defense  to  the  action. 

In  an  action  upon  a  note  given  for  the  purchase  of  town  lots,  it  is  a  good  defense 
that  the  plaintiffs  falsely  and  fraudulently  represented  the  lots  to  be  on  a  high 
piece  of  ground  on  one  of  the  principal  streets  in  the  town,  and  pointed  out 
their  location,  and  that  the  defendant,  relying  upon  the  representations  so  made, 
purchased  said  lots. 

But  it  seems  that  the  foregoing  circumstances  would  not  constitute  a  defense  to 
such  action,  unless  the  plaintiff  had  fraudulently  or  knowingly  misrepresented 
the  situation  of  the  lots  sold.  The  omission  to  charge  fraud  would  be  a  fatal 
defect .  If  the  mistake  had  been  mutual,  the  defendant  would  have  had  no  ground  of 
defense,  (a) 

This  was  an  action  by  petition  and  summons  in  the  Greene 
Circuit  Court.  The  cause  was  tried  before  the  Hon.  William 
Brown,  at  the  April  term,  1837,  and  a  judgment  rendered  for  the 
plaintiffs  for  $189.88  and  costs  of  suit.  The  defendant  appealed 
to  this  Court. 

William  Thomas,  for  the  appellant,  cited  Wardell  v.  Fosdick 
et  al,^  13  Johns. ;  Monel  v.  Golden,  Ihid.^  402. 

A.  CowLES,  for  the  appellees. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
The  plaintiffs  brought  their  action  against  the  defendant  upon  a 
note  executed  by  him  to  them  for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and 
eighty-eight  dollars,  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded  six  pleas. 
Upon  the  first,  which  was  a  plea  of  failure  of  consideration  gener- 
ally, the  plaintiffs  took  issue,  and  demurred  to  each  of  the  others, 
and  the  demurrers  were  sustained  by  the  Court.  Thereupon  the 
defendant  withdrew  his  first  plea,  and  judgment  was  then  rendered 
against  him  upon  the  demurrers. 

This  decision  of  the  Court  brings  up  the  enquiry  as  to  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  pleas  demurred  to.  The  first  plea  was  withdrawn. 
The  second  plea  alleged  in  substance  that  the  defendant  bargained 
with  the  plaintiffs  for  the  purchase  of  three  lots  of  ground  in  the 

(a)  Stookey  v.  Hughes,  18  111.  R.,  55. 
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town  of  Jersey ville,  by  their  numbers,  for  which  he  executed  the 
note  declared  on ;  that  at  the  time  the  contract  was  made  the 
plaintiffs  pointed  out  and  showed  to  the  defendant  the  location  and 
situation  of  the  said  lots  ;  and  that  he  bargained  for  the  lots  so 
pointed  out  and  shown,  but  that  the  lots  as  numbered  on  the  plat 
of  said  town  do  not  include  the  ground  purchased,  nor  are  the 
said  lots  located  at  the  place  pointed  out  and  shown  by  the  plaint- 
iffs. The  defendant  further  averred  that  the  plaintiffs  knew,  at 
the  time  of  the  sale  of  said  lots,  that  they  were  not  situated  at  the 
place  pointed  out  and  shown,  and  that  the  knowledge  of  this  fact 
was  by  them  fraudulently  concealed  from  the  defendant.  The 
defendant  also  avers  that  since  the  sale  of  the  lots  to  him  the 
plaintiffs  have  sold  and  conveyed  the  same  lots  to  another,  whereby 
they  are  unable  to  convey  them  to  him ;  wherefore  the  consid- 
eration has  failed.  The  fourth  plea  also  charges  that  the  plaintiffs 
falsely  and  fraudulently  represented  the  lots  to  be  on  a  high  piece 
of  ground  on  one  of  the  principal  streets  in  the  town,  and  that 
they  pointed  out  their  location ;  and  that  the  defendant,  relying 
upon  the  representations  so  made,  purchased  the  said  lots,  whereas 
the  said  lots  were  not  so  situated,  &c. 

This  plea  differs  from  the  second  only  in  form,  and  in  not 
alleging  the  lots  to  have  been  purchased  by  their  numbers.  The 
third,  fifth  and  sixth  pleas  are  essentially  alike,  and  all  allege  a  want 
of  consideration  for  the  same  reasons  assigned  in  the  second  and 
fourth  pleas  ;  but  neither  of  them  charges  the  plaintiffs  with  fraudu- 
lently or  knowingly  misrepresenting  the  situation  of  the  lots  sold 
to  the  defendant.  The  omission  in  each  of  these  pleas  to  charge 
the  plaintiffs  with  fraud  in  the  transaction  is  a  fatal  defect.  With- 
out this  allegation  they  do  not  constitute  a  defense  to  the  action. 
The  demurrers  to  them  were  therefore  properly  sustained.  The 
second  and  fourth  pleas  are  not  very  technically  drawn,  but  they 
charge,  in  terms  sufficiently  clear,  that  the  lots  which  the  plaintiffs 
pointed  out  and  showed  to  the  defendant,  and  which  he  purchased 
upon  their  representation  as  to  their  location,  and  upon  his  own  view 
of  them  as  pointed  out,  were  not  designated  upon  the  plat  of  the 
town  by  the  numbers  which  the  plaintiffs  represented  them  to  be  ; 
and  that  the  representations  respecting  their  location  and  numbers 
were  made  with  a  knowledge  of  their  falsehood  and  with  a  fraudu- 
lent intention. 

The  demurrer  to  these  pleas  admits  the  truth  of  all  the  allega- 
tions they  contain.  It  is  manifest,  then,  that  the  plaintiffs  have,  by 
false  and  fraudulent  acts  and  representations,  deceived  the  defend- 
ant and  induced  him  to  believe  that  he  was  purchasing  lots  in  one 
part  of  the  town,  when,  according  to  the  plat  of  the  town,  they, 
were  situated  in  a  different  and  less  eligible  part  of  it.  It  is  well 
known  that  the  disparity  in  the  value  of  town  lots  is  often  very 
great ;  and  that  that  disparity  is  owing  principally  to  their  location. 


SPRINGFIELD.  15 


Lawrence  v.  Yoatman  ct  al. 


If  the  mistake  relative  to  the  situation  of  those  lots  had  been 
mutual,  or  if  the  plaintiffs  had  made  no  false  representations,  nor 
used  any  means  to  deceive  the  defendant,  he  would  have  had  no 
ground  of  defense.  If  the  plaintiffs  had  made  no  representations 
as  to  the  location  of  the  lots,  the  defendant  would  reasonably  have 
sought,  and  might  have  obtained,  correct  information  from  some 
other  source ;  and  it  is  not  for  the  plaintiffs  to  say  that  it  was  his 
folly  not  to  have  done  so,  when  their  representations  were  the 
cause  of  his  omission.  Credulity  on  his  part  is  no  excuse  for 
fraud  on  theirs. 

I  do  not  however  consider  the  defendant  chargeable  with  any 
culpable  degree  of  confidence  or  want  of  circumspection.  The 
statements  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  pointing  out  the  situation  of 
the  lots,  were  such  practices  of  deception  as  might  well  mislead 
and  deceive  a  more  than  ordinarily  cautious  man ;  and  when 
accompanied  with  the  intention  so  to  deceive,  as  is  alleged,  were 
certainly  such  as  to  vitiate  the  contract  which  they  beguiled  the 
defendant  into  making.  The  demurrers  to  the  second  and  fourth 
pleas  were  therefore  improperly  sustained.  The  judgment  is 
reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded  with  directions  to  the 
Circuit  Court  to  try  the  cause  agreeably  to  this  decision.(a) 

Judgment  reversed. 

(a)  Qujere?  Good  without  a  recognizance.  Eyan  ».  Brant,  43  111.  K.,  78;  Buchanan 
V.  Horney,  12  111.  R.,  336,  and  notes. 


Daniel  Lawrence,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Preston  Yeat- 
MAN  and  Germanicus  Kent,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  St.  Clair. 

An  attachment  bond  which  does  not  describe  the  Court  from  which  the  process  is  to  be 
issued,  or  to  which  it  is  to  be  returned,  or  the  term  of  the  Court,  is  fatally  defect- 
ive, and  a  judgment  rendered  by  default  in  such  a  case  will  be  reversed  on  writ 
of  error. 

An  attachment  bond  described  the  writ  of  attachment  as  "  sued  out,  returnable  on  the 
third  Monday  of  August  nest,"  without  any  other  description  of  the  Court  or  term : 
Held,  that  the  description  was  uncertain  and  insufficient. (6) 

Where  the  proceedings  are  ex  parte  and  in  rem,  there  must  be  a  strict  conformity  with 
the  statute. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  commenced  by  attachment  by  Yeat- 
man  &  Kent  against  Lawrence,  to  recover  a  debt  of  $339  75-100, 
and  $375  in  damages.  The  affidavit  and  bond  were  made  by  A. 
Cowles,  as  the  agent  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  condition  of  the  bond 
was  as  follows : 

"The  condition  of   this   obligation  is  such  that  whereas  the 

(b)  Singleton  v.  Wolford,  3  Scam.  R.,  577. 
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above  bounden  Preston  Yeatman  and  Grermanicus  Kent,  partners 
in  company,  have,  on  the  day  of  the  date  hereof,  prayed  an  attach- 
ment, at  the  suit  of  Preston  Yeatman  and  Germanicus  Kent, 
partners  in  company,  against  the  estate  of  the  said  Daniel  Law- 
rence, for  the  sum  of  five  hundred  and  seventy-three  dollars  and 
thirty-five  cents,  and  the  same  being  about  to  be  sued  out  returna- 
ble on  the  third  Monday  of  August  next.  Now,  if  the  said  Preston 
Yeatman  and  Germanicus  Kent,  partners  in  company,  shall  prose- 
cute their  suit  with  effect,  or  in  case  of  failure  therein,  shall  well 
and  truly  pay  and  satisfy  the  said  Daniel  Lawrence  all  such  costs 
in  said  suit,  and  such  damages  as  shall  be  awarded  against  the  said 
Daniel  Lawrence,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  in  any 
suit  or  suits  which  may  hereafter  be  brought  for  wrongfully  suing 
out  said  obligation,  then  the  above  obligation  to  be  void,  other- 
wise to  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue." 

No  service  was  effected  upon  Lawrence,  but  the  requisite  notice 
by  publication  having  been  given,  judgment  was  rendered  against 
him  by  default,  at  the  August  term  of  the  St.  Clair  Circuit  Court, 
1838,  for  $320  debt,  and  $253  damages.  The  suit  was  instituted 
against  Lawrence  as  the  assignor  of  a  a  writing  obligatory  made 
by  one  Hardy  Robinson,  dated  September  3d,  1824,  for  $320, 
payable  to  said  Lawrence  by  December  25th,  1825.  Lawrence, 
before  said  instrument  became  due,  assigned  the  same,  for  value 
received,  to  Yeatman  and  Kent,  who  brought  suit  thereon  against 
said  Robinson,  to  the  October  term,  1826,  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Madison  county,  Alabama;  and  upon  an  issue  joined  in  said 
Court  upon  a  plea  of  fraud  and  failure  of  consideration,  said  issue 
was  found  for  the  defendant,  and  judgment  entered  against  said 
Yeatman  &  Kent  'for  costs  of  suit,  amounting  to  $17.25  ;  to 
recover  which,  together  with  the  amount  due  on  the  said  writing 
obligatory,  this  action  was  commenced. 

The  points  taken  and  authorities  referred  to  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error  are, — 

1st.  Insufiiciency  of  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  attachment 
issued,  in  not  stating  of  whom  the  person  making  it  was  the  agent ; 
also  in  not  disclosing  either  in  the  body  of  the  afiidavit  or  the  jurat 
annexed  thereto,  the  official  character  of  the  person  before  whom 
it  was  made.  Mears  v.  Morrison,  Breese,  172.  Advantage  may 
be  taken  by  writ  of  error  of  a  defective  afiidavit.  Phelps  v. 
Young,  Breese,  255 ;  Gill  and  Johns.,  345. 

2d.  The  attachment  bond  is  defective,  the  person  entering  into 
it  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  below  not  having  legal  authority  so 
to  do.  And  if  the  agent  was  lawfully  authorized,  the  bond  is 
still  defective  in  not  stating  to  what  term  of  the  Court,  if  any,  the 
attachment  was  returnable.  R.  L.,  85,  §  7;  Gale's  Stat.,  65. 

3d.  The  action  is  misconceived,  and  the  declaration  defect- 
ive. 
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Debt  does  not  lie  by  the  assignee  against  the  assignor  of  a  prom- 
issory note  or  other  instrument  in  writing.  1  Chit.  Plead.,  97, 
106,  and  authorities  there  cited. 

Wlien  the  objection  to  the  form  of  the  action  is  substantial  and 
appears  upon  the  face  of  the  declaration,  it  may  be  taken  advantage 
of  by  writ  of  error.  1  Chit.  Plead.,  196. 

4th.  That  the  judgment  is  irresponsive  to  the  writ  and  declara- 
tion. Hughes  V.  Union  Insurance  Co.,  5  Peters'  Cond.  E.,  443 ; 
8  Wheat.,  294. 

5th.  That  the  damages  are  excessive,  and  exceed  the  legal 
interest  upon  the  debt. 

L.  Trumbull,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

A.  CowLES,  J.  M.  Krum,  and  J.  Y.  Scammon",  for  the  defend- 
ants in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  a  proceeding  under  the  attachment  laws  against  the 
plaintiff  in  error  as  a  non-resident  debtor. 

Several  objections  have  been  urged  against  the  regularity  of  the 
proceedings  in  the  Circuit  Court.  Without  noticing  any  other 
than  that  relating  to  the  insufficiency  of  the  attachment  bond,  it 
will  be  apparent  that  the  objection  urged  against  the  bond  must  pre- 
vail. The  recital  in  the  condition  of  the  bond  is  essentially 
defective  in  that  portion  of  it  which  attempts  to  describe  the 
attachment,  and  the  return  of  it.  It  describes  no  Court  from  which 
it  has  been  issued,  nor  to  which  it  is  to  be  returned,  nor  the  terra 
to  which  it  is  made  returnable.  It  is  consequently  so  wholly 
uncertain  that  it  may  be  well  doubted  whether  an  action  could  ever 
be  maintained  on  it,  in  case  of  a  breach  of  its  condition.  The 
proceedings,  however,  being  ex  parte  and  in  rem,  and  the  judg- 
ment being  by  default  because  of  no  appearance  by  the  defendants, 
the  rule  which  requires  a  strict  conformity  to  the  statute  modes  of 
proceeding  must  prevail.     The  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs. 

Judgment  reversed. 


John  Mitcheltree,  appellant,  v.  Isaac    Stewart    and 
Jaivies  E.  Pearson,  appellees. 

Appeal  from  Schuyler. 

The  return  of  a  slieriff  upon  a  scire  facias  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  was  as  follows: 
"Executed  the  witliiii  as  tlie  law  cTirects,  by  reading  and  delivering  to  defendant 
a  true  copy,  NovenibtM-  Ist,  1SU7."  The  process  was  returnable  on  the  first  Mon- 
day of  November,  1837  :  Held,  that  the  return  was  formally  correct. 
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It  is  sufficient  in  a  scire  facias  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  to  set  out  a  copy  of  the  mort- 
gage with  the  certificates  of  acknowledgment  and  of  record  annexed,  without 
averring  that  the  mortgage  was  ackno-jvledged  or  recorded,  or  averring  that  default 
had  been  made  in  the  payment  of  the  money  mentioned  therein,  where  it  appears  from 
the  mortgage  that  the  money  was  to  have  been  paid  before  the  issuing  of  the  writ,  (a) 

The  record  in  this  case  shows  that  the  following  writ  was 
issued,  and  proceedings  had  in  the  Court  below : 

"  State  of  Illinois,  Schuyler  County,  ss. 

"  The  People  of  the  State  of  Illinois  to  the  Sheriff  of  Schuy- 
ler County,  Greeting.  Whereas  Isaac  Stewart  and  James  E. 
Pearson,  merchants,  trading  under  the  firm  of  Isaac  Stewart — 
and  Pearson,  of  the  city  of  Louisville,  and  State  of  Kentucky, 
by  Browning  and  Worthington,  their  attorneys,  have  filed  in  the 
clerk's  oflice  of  our  Circuit  Court  in  and  for  said  county  of 
Schuyler,  and  State  of  Illinois,  a  certain  deed  of  mortgage,  which 
said  deed  of  mortgage  is  duly  executed  and  recorded  in  the 
Recorder's  office  in  and  for  said  county  and  State,  according  to  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided.  And  whereas  the  said 
Isaac  Stewart  and  James  E.  Pearson,  by  their  attorneys  aforesaid, 
have  filed  in  the  said  clerk's  office  a  precipe  directing  a  writ  of 
scire  facias  to  be  issued  upon  said  deed  of  mortgage,  which  said 
deed  of  mortgage  is  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  to  wit :" 
[Here  the  mortgage  is  set  out  in  hcec  verba,  by  which  it  appears 
that  the  mortgage  was  made  to  the  plaintiffs  to  secure  the  payment 
of  a  promissory  note  for  $654.59,  due  to  the  plaintiffs;  a  book 
account  amounting  to  $393.76,  due  to  Nefif,  Wanton  &  Co. ;  and 
theee  notes,  in  the  aggregate,  for  the  sum  of  $662^89,  due  to 
Muir  &  Wiley, — the  amounts  paid  upon  the  mortgage  to  be 
applied  pro  rata  in  extinguishment  of  the  several  debts.  A  certifi- 
cate of  acknowledgment  before  the  clerk  of  the  Schuyler  Circuit 
Court,  and  a  certificate  of  the  Recorder  of  Schuyler  county,  cer- 
tifying that  the  mortgage  was  duly  recorded,  were  annexed  to  the 
copy  of  the  mortgage  in  the  writ,  but  there  was  no  averment 
that  the  same  was  acknowledged  or  recorded.  The  mortgage 
was  executed  by  Mitcheltree  and  wife.] 

"  By  virtue  of  which  said  deed  of  mortgage,  above  recited, 
and  the  conditions  therein  contained,  and  according  to  the  tenor 
and  effect  of  the  notes  and  accounts  therein  specified  and 
described,  it  appears  that  the  said  Jonn  Mitcheltree  is  indebted  to 
the  said  Isaac  Stewart  and  James  E.  Pearson  in  the  sum  of  one 
thousand  seven  hundred  and  eleven  dollars  and  twenty-four  cents, 
together  with  interest  thereon  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of 
said  notes  and  accounts  (i),  and  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

"  We  therefore  command  you  that  you  summon  the  said  John 
Mitcheltree,  if  he  shall  be  found  in  your  county,  to  be  and  appear 
before  the  Circuit  Court  of  said  county  of  Schuyler  and  State  of 

(n)  Day  V.  Cushman,  1  Scam.  R.,  475 ;  Woodbury  v.  Manlove,  14  111.  R.,  214. 

(b)  Which  are  wholly  unpaid. 
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Illinois,  on  the  first  day  of  the  next  term  thereof,  to  be  holden  at 
the  court  house  in  Rushville,  on  the  first  Monday  in  the  month  of 
November  next  (A.  D.  1837),  to  show  cause,  if  any  he  have, 
why  judgment  should  not  be  rendered  against  him  for  the  said 
sum  of  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  eleven  dollars  and  twenty- 
four  cents,  together  with  interest  as  aforesaid,  which  appears  to  be 
due  and  owing  from  the  said  John  Mitcheltree  to  the  said  Isaac 
Stewart  and  James  E.  Pearson,  by  virtue  of  said  mortgage  and 
the  conditions  therein  contained,  and  according  to  the  tenor  and 
effect  of  the  notes  and  accounts  therein  mentioned  and  expressed. 
And  have  you  then  there  this  writ. 

"  Witness  Robert  A.  Glenn,  Clerk  of  our  said 
— ■ — )  '  Circuit  Court,  at  Rushville,  this  twenty-Iirst 
L.  s.  >•  day  of  October,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one 

-^-^~' )  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-seven. 

"ROBERT  A.  GLENN,   GlerkJ' 

And  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  first  day  of  November,  A.  D. 
1837,  the  said  writ  o^  scire  facias  was  returned  by  the  sheriff  of  said 
county  of  Schuyler  with  the  following  indorsement  thereon,  to  wit : 
"  Executed  the  within  as  the  law  directs,  by  reading  and  deliv- 
ering to  defendant  a  true  copy, 
"November  1st,  1837. 

"  THOS.  HAYDBN,  S.  S.  C.  111., 
"By  RiCHAKD  Dougherty,  Dejpty 

"  On  the  calling  of  the  cause  for  trial,  the  defendant,  by  his 
attorney,  entered  a  motion  to  quash  the  return  of  the  sheriff  on 
said  writ,  which,  being  considered  by  the  Court,  was  overruled ; 
and  thereupon  the  defendant  moved  to  quash  the  writ  in  said 
cause,  for  a  variance  between  the  writ  and  mortgage,  which  motion 
was  overruled  by  the  Court.  Defendant  then  offered  to  plead  to 
the  merits,  and  asked  time  to  write  and  file  his  plea  herein,  which 
was  not  allowed.  And  thereupon  judgment  was  entered  by 
default  against  the  defendant,"  who  excepted  to  the  several  deci- 
sions of  the  Court. 

Judgment  was  entered  for  $2,218.96.  Thereupon  an  attor- 
ney for  the  defendant  made  affidavit  that  the  motions  were  made 
by  mistake ;  that  no  appearance  was  intended  to  be  entered  by  the 
defendant,  and  no  appearance  was  in  fact  entered ;  and  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  a  credit  of  $1,400.  The  plaintiffs  then 
remitted  $1,452.50,  and  took  judgment  for  the  balance,  $766.46 
and  costs.  The  cause  was  heard  at  the  June  term,  1838,  of  the 
Schuyler  Circuit  Court,  before  the  Hon.  James  H.  Ralston. 

The  defendant  appealed  to  this  Court,  and  assigned  for  error 
the  decisions  of  the  Court  below. 

A.  Williams,  for  the  appellant,  objected  to  the  scire  facias 
because  it  did  not  appear  that  Stewart  and  Pearson  were  authorized 
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to  act  for  the  other  creditors  named  in  the  mortgage,  and  because 
it  contained  no  averment  that  the  mortgage  was  either  acknowl- 
edged or  recorded,  or  that  default  had  been  made  in  the  payment 
of  the  money  secured  by  it.  He  cited  R.  L.,  376  (1) ;  2  Saund. 
R.,  72  b,  f,  n.  • 

He  also  contended  that  the  mortgage  was  without  consideration, 
in  part,  at  least,  and  that  the  sheriff's  return  was  insufficient. 

0.  H.  Browning,  for  the  appellees. 

The  record  shows  an  appearance  by  the  defendant.  It  is  too 
late  to  except  to  a  sheriff's  return  after  an  appearance  has  been 
entered. 

An  informality  in  a  scire  facias  can  be  taken  advantage  of  only 
by  demurrer.  State  Bank  v.  Snyder,  Breese,  122;  Marshall  v. 
Maury,  1  Scam.,  231. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

Three  grounds  have  been  assigned  for  error  in  this  cause,  to 
wit :  That  the  Circuit  Court  erred  in  refusing  to  quash  the 
sheriff's  return  to  the  writ  of  scire  facias ;  —  to  quash  the  writ 
itself;  and  in  rendering  judgment  in  the  action.  We  perceive  no 
error  in  the  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  on  the  points  made. 
The  sheriff's  return  appears  to  be  full  and  formally  correct. 

The  writ  is  conceived  to  be  sufficiently  full  and  descriptive  of 
the  cause  of  action ;  and  as  it  recites  the  mortgage,  we  do  not 
consider  that  there  can  be  any  valid  objection  to  it.  As  to  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment,  and  the  application  to  set  it  aside,  full 
and  entire  justice  has  been  done  in  the  cause;  and  the  amount 
claimed  by  the  defendant  having  been  allowed,  and  judgment 
entered  only  for  the  arnount  admitted  by  him  to  be  actually  due, 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  Court  did  not  err  in  refusing  to  set 
aside  the  default;  and  therefore  the  judgment  is  affirmed  with 
costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.  See  as  to  service  of  process,  Ditch  v.  Edwards,  1  Scam.,  127 ;  Wilson  v.  Great- 
house,  Idem,  174;  Clemsen  et  al.  v.  Hamm,  Idem,  176;  Ogle  v.  Coffey,  Idem,  239; 
Garrett  v.  Phelps,  Idem,  331. 

As  to  sci7-e  facias,  see  Menard  v.  Marks,  1  Scam.,  25;  Hall  et  al.  v.  Byrne  et  al.,  Idem, 
140  ;  Marshall  v.  Mamy,  Ide7n.,  231  ;  Gilbert  v.  Maggord,  1  Scam.  ;  Day  v.  Cushman 
et  al.,  Idem. 

(1)  Gale's  Stat.,  393. 
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TnoiMAs  IlAKKisoTsr,  apj)olLint,  v.  Thomas  Sit^oleton, 
iidiiiinistrator  of  tlie  estate  of  Gilmajst  Jewett,  de- 
ceased, appellee. 

Appeal  from  Monroe. 

Wliere  on  appeal  the  repovd  does  not  sliow  tliat  final  jiidjifmeiit  has  been  rendered  in  the 
Court  below,  though  the  verdict  of  the  jury  appears  in  tiie  record,  tiie  ap[)eal  will  be 
dismissed  ; — an  appeal  can  only  be  taken  from  tlie  judgment  of  the  inferior  Court. 

Ou  the  trial  of  tlie  right  to  jn-oporty  levied  on  by  execution,  tlie  claimant  cannot  oliject 
to  the  execution,  liy  proceeding  under  the  law  authorizing  the  trial  of  the  right,  of 
property  he  admits  the  validity  of  the  execution,  and  only  claims  tliat  it  has  been 
levied  on  his  property,  and  not  on  the  property  of  tlie  defendant  in  the  execution.  If 
the  execution  is  a  nullity,  the  remedy  is  by  an  action  of  trespass,  replevin,  or  trover 
against  the  officer. 

An  execution  from  a  probate  justice  of  the  peace  for  a  snm  exceeding  $100  may  be 
directed  to  any  constable  of  the  county.  On  a  trial  of  the  right  of  property  in  the 
Circuit  Court  tlie  jurors  need  not  sign  the  verdict ;  they  are  only  required  to  sign  the 
verdict  where  the  trial  is  had  before  the  ministerial  officer. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  trial  of  the  right  to  property  levied 
on  by  execution  in  favor  of  Thomas  Singleton,  administrator, 
against  Tliomas  Harrison,  for  the  sum  of  $151.75,  debt  and  costs, 
issued  by  Enoch  Moore,  probate  justice  of  the  peace  of  Monroe 
county,  directed  to  any  constable  of  said  county. 

In  the  Circuit  Court,  Harrison  moved  to  quash  the  proceedings 
in  the  cause,  which  motion  was  overruled,  and  a  trial  had,  and  ver- 
dict rendered  that  the  property  was  subject  to  the  execution. 
Harrison  appealed  to  this  Court.  The  proceedings  were  had  in 
the  Circuit  Court,  at  the  February  term,  1838,  before  the  Hon. 
Sidney  Breese. 

J.  Reynolds,  J.  Shields,  and  G-.  P.  Koerner,  for  the  appel- 
lant, contended  that  the  justice  of  probate  had  no  power  to  issue 
an  execution  for  a  sum  exceeding  $100;  that  an  execution  for  a 
sum  exceeding  $100  could  not  be  directed  to  a  constable ;  that  the 
officer's  return  to  the  execution  was  insufficient,  it  being  signed 
"Jacob  Clark,"  without  the  addition  of  any  words  showing  the 
character  in  which  he  acted ;  and  that  the  verdict  in  the  Circuit 
Court  was  insufficient,  because  it  was  not  signed  by  the  jurors. 
They  cited  R.  L.,  538  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  587. 

Lyman  Trumbull,  for  the  appellee,  cited  C.  L.,  65,  §  7,  657, 

§4;  Gale's  Stat.,  50,  721. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
It  does  not  appear  from  the  record  in  this  cause  that  final  judg- 
ment has  been  given  in  the  Circuit  Court.     There  is  therefore 
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nothing  to  appeal  from.  The  appeal  is  dismissed  at  the  appel- 
lant's costs. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  this  was  a  trial  of  the  right  of 
property  in  the  Court  below,  and  that  Harrison,  the  claimant, 
objected  to  the  execution  on  which  the  levy  had  been  made,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  a  nullity,  and  had  been  issued  by  a  court  not 
having  jurisdiction.  The  Court  overruled  the  objection,  and,  we 
think,  properly. 

The  claimant,  if  the  execution  was  a  nullity,  ought  to  have 
brought  an  action  of  trespass,  replevin  or  trover  for  the  goods, 
against  the  officer,  and  not  have  required  a  trial  of  the  right  of 
property.  By  proceeding  in  this  manner  he  has  admitted  the 
validity  of  the  exeeution,  and  only  claims  that  it  has  been  levied  on 
his  property,  and  not  on  the  property  of  the  defendant  in  the  exe- 
cution. We  are  also  of  opinion  that  the  execution  was  correctly 
directed  to  any  constable,  and  that  on  trial  in  the  Circuit  Court 
the  jury  need  not  sign  the  verdict.  The  jury  are  only  required  to 
sign  the  verdict  where  the  trial  is  before  the  ministerial  officer. 

Appeal  dismissed. 

Note.    See  Pearce  et  al.  v.  Swan,  1  Scam.,  266;  Arenz  v.  Eeihle  et  al.,  Idem,  340; 
Grimsley  et  al.  v.  Klein,  Idem,  343 ;  Sheldon  v.  Eeihle  et  al.,  1  Scam. 


Heney  Towell  and  Isaac  Towell,  appellants,  v.  Eph- 
EAiM  H.  Gatewood,  apj^ellee. 

Appeal  from  Pope. 

In  an  action  by  G.  against  T.,  to  recover  for  a  breach  of  an  alleged  warranty  of  the 
quality  of  a  lot  of  tobacco  sold  by  T.  to  G.,  the  plaintiff  introduced  in  evidence  the  fol- 
lowing bill  of  sale,  to  wit: 

"New  Haven,  February,  1836. 
Mr.  E.  H.  Gatewood  bought  of  H.  &  I.  Towell,  2,951  lbs.  good  first  and  second  rate  tobacco 
at  $4.50,  $132.79 >^.    Received  pa3Tnent  by  the  hands  of  I.  Kirkham, 

Henry  Towell,  Isaac  Towell." 

He  then  proved  by  parol  testimony  that  the  tobacco  was  not  good  first  and  second  rate 
tobacco,  and  there  rested  his  case.  The  defendants  then  offered  to  prove,  by  a  witness 
who  was  present  at  the  sale,  the  terms  of  the  contract:  Held,  that  the  proof  was 
admissible,  and  that  the  bill  of  sale  could  only  be  regarded  as  a  bill  of  particulars,  and 
not  as  a  warranty  of  the  quality  of  the  tobacco. 

It  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  warranty  that  it  should  be  made  at  the  time  of  sale  ; 
or  if  made  afterwards,  that  it  be  upon  a  new  consideration. 

In  an  action  by  the  purchaser  to  recover  the  purchase  money  paid,  or  damages,  on  the 
sale  of  any  article,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  inferior  in  qua'lity  to  what  it  was  repre- 
sented to  be,  it  is  necessary  to  allege  and  prove  either  fraud  or  an  express  warranty. 

No  particular  words  or  form  of  expression  is  necessary  to  create  a  warrantv,  but  there  is 
a  distinction  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  expressions  when  used  in  reference  "to  a  matter  of 
fact,  and  when  used  to  express  an  impression  or  opinion.  Wliere  tlie  representation 
is  positive  and  relates  to  a  matter  of  fact,  it  constitutes  a  warrantv,  as  tliat  a  sliip  is  an 
American  or  a  French  ship,  or  that  the  crew  consists  of  so  many  bauds.    But  where 
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the  renreseiitutiou  relafcB  to  tliat  which  is  a  iimttor  of  ojjiiiioii  or  fancy,  as,  for 
exaiii|)le,  tlio  value  of  a  liornc  or  paiuliiiif,  thu  rc|ii-cnciil.ation  Ih  to  he  rej^anled  as 
un  ox(ireHHioii  of  oi)iiiion,  rather  than  such  a  vcrihcalioii  ot  a  t'ai't  an  will  arriomit 
to  a  warranty,  uiilesB  that  idea  m  excluded  by  au  exprewH  warranty,  or  Huch  other 
declaration  as  leaves  no  doubt  of  the  intention  to  make  a  warranty. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  originally  commenced  by  Gate- 
wood  against  the  Towells,  in  the  Gallatin  Circuit  Court,  and  trans- 
ferred by  change  of  venue  to  the  Pope  Circuit  Court,  where  the 
cause  was  tried  at  the  April  term,  1836,  and  a  verdict  returned 
for  the  defendant.  A  new  trial  was  granted,  and  had  at  the  Sep- 
tember term,  1837,  before  the  Hon.  Walter  B.  Scates,  and  judg- 
ment rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for  $131.60.  The  defendants 
appealed  to  this  Court. 

W.  J.  Gatewood,  II.  Eddy,  and  E.  B.  Webb,  for  the  appel- 
lants, cited  Dig.  South,  and  West.  R.,  512,  cases  160,  162 ; 
1  Am.  Dig.,  386;  Ohio  Cond.  R.,  817;  18  Johns.,  220;  4 
Johns.,  421;  1  Johns.,  96,  129,  274;  5  Johns.,  354;  14  Johns., 
316;  20  Johns.,  196. 

D.  J.  Baker,  for  the  appellee  : 

1.  The  bill  of  sale  signed  by  the  Towells  contains  a  warranty  of 
the  quality  of  the  tobacco  sold  by  them.  2  Leigh's  Nisi  Prius, 
1182  and  1503,  and  references  to  3  Bos.  and  Pul.,  515  ;  3  T.  R., 
360;  Doug.,  10;  Dig.  Wendell's  R.,  595;  3  Stark.  Ev.,  1660,  title 
"  Warranty,''  referring  to  10  Johns.,  484,  19  Johns.,  290,  20  Johns., 
203 ;  3  Bibb.,  35 ;  7  Serg.  &  Rawle,  482.  No  particular  form  of 
words  is  necessary  to  constitute  a  warranty.  The  general  rule  is 
that  whatever  the  vendor  represents  at  the  time  of  the  sale  is  a 
warranty.  So  the  words  "thirty  seamen  besides  passengers," 
written  in  the  margin,  was  held  to  amount  to  a  warranty  that  there 
were  thirty  persons  belonging  to  the  ship's  company.  A  policy 
on  goods  of  and  in  the  ship  called  the  Catharine,  "  an  American 
vessel,"  amounts  to  a  warranty  that  the  ship  is  Ajnericaii. 

2.  The  written  bill  of  sale  cannot  be  varied  by  parol  evidence. 
3  Stark.  Ev.,  995  et  seq.,  title  ''Parol  Evidence.'" 

3.  The  evidence  authorized  the  verdict  rendered,  the  Court  will 
not  set  it  aside. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 
This  was  an  action  by  E.  11.  Gatewood,  the  plaintiff  below, 
against  the  defendants,  II.  and  I.  Towell,  upon  an  alleged  warranty 
of  a  lot  of  tobacco  sold  by  them  to  the  plaintiff.  The  allegations 
in  the  declaration  are  that  the  defendants  undertook  and  promised 
that  the  tobacco  was  of  good  first  and  second  rate  quality,  and  that 
it  was  not  of  those  qualities.  Upon  the  trial  of  the  cause  the 
plaintiff  read  in  evidence  the  following  paper : 
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"  New  Haven,  February,  1836. 
"Mr.  E.  H.  Gatewood  bought  of  H.  &  I.  Towell  2,951  lbs.  good 
first  and  second  rate  tobacco  at  $4.50,  $132.79^.     Received  pay- 
ment by  the  hands  of  I.  Kirkham,  "  HENRY  TOWELL, 

"ISAAC  TOWELL." 

He  also  proved,  by  parol  testimony  that  the  tobacco  was  not 
good  first  and  second  rate  tobacco,  and  there  rested  his  case. 

The  defendants  then  oftered  to  prove,  by  a  witness  who  was 
present  at  the  sale,  the  terms  of  the  contract ;  but  the  Court 
rejected  this  testimony,  and  upon  the  evidence  given  by  the  plaint- 
iff, the  jury  found  for  hitn  the  whole  amount  paid  for  the  tobacco. 
The  errors  assigned  are,  the  refusal  of  the  Court  to  permit  the 
defendant  to  give  parol  evidence  of  the  contract  in  relation  to  the 
tobacco ;  the  admitting  a  certain  deposition  to  be  read  in  evidence ; 
and  the  refusal  of  a  new  trial  upon  the  application  of  the  defendants. 

The  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  first  assignment  of  error 
supersedes  the  necessity  of  expressing  any  opinion  upon  the  others. 
It  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  record  and  argument  of  counsel,  that 
the  Court  rejected  the  parol  testimony  offered  by  the  defendants, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  paper  read  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff 
was  a  written  contract  between  the  parties,  and  could  not  therefore 
be  contradicted  or  changed  by  parol  evidence.  If  the  premises 
assumed  by  the  Court  were  correct,  its  conclusion  would  likewise 
be  so ;  but  I  cannot  consider  the  paper  in  question  as  containmg 
the  evidence  of  the  bargain  entered  into  by  the  parties.  It  does 
not  profess  to  be  such.  It  possesses  none  of  the  constituent  parts 
of  a  contract ;  but  is  in  form  and  in  fact  a  bill  of  parcels,  and  an 
acknowledgment  of  the  receipt  of  the  purchase-money,  and  as 
such  was  properly  received  in  evidence ;  but  it  does  not  follow 
that  because  it  is  evidence  so  far  as  it  goes,  that  it  is  all  the  evi- 
dence that  ought  to  be  received.  Under  such  a  rule,  no  latent 
ambiguity  could  be  explained  by  parol ;  and  although  the  defend- 
ants could  prove,  as  in  this  case  they  contend  they  could,  that  the 
writing  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  the  contract  of  sale  was 
merely  a  receipt  given  some  time  after  the  sale,  and  that  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  there  were  no  stipulations  as  to  the  quality  of  the 
tobacco,  yet  the  rule  adopted  by  the  court  would  exclude  such 
proof.     This  would  be  as  palpable  a  violation  of  law  as  of  justice. 

The  evidence  proposed  to  be  given  by  the  defendants,  without 
contradicting  the  writing,  would,  by  showing  it  to  be  nothing 
more  than  a  receipt  given  subsequently  to  the  contract,  exonerate 
them  from  all  liability  on  account  of  any  supposed  warranty  con- 
tained in  the  paper;  as  it  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  warranty, 
that  it  should  be  made  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  or,  if  made  after- 
wards, that  it  be  upon  a  new  consideration. 

As   this  case  has   to  be  remanded  for  further  proceetlings,  it 
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becomes  necessary  to  decide  upon  the  legal  eflect  of  tlie  bill  of 
particulars  given  by  the  defendants,  supposing  it  to  be  unexplained 
by  any  parol  or  other  testimony.  In  an  action  by  the  pur- 
chaser to  recover  the  purchase-money  paid  or  damages  on  the 
sale  of  any  article  or  commodity,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  inferior 
in  quality  to  what  it  was  represented  to  be,  it  is  necessary  to 
allege  and  prove  either  fraud  or  an  express  warranty ;  and  as 
there  is  no  charge  of  fraud  in  this  case,  the  only  question  is, 
whether  the  bill  of  the  defendants,  which  states  the  tobacco  sold 
by  them  to  the  plaintilf  to  be  first  and  second  rate,  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  a  warranty  that  it  is  of  those  qualities. .  No  particular 
words  or  form  of  expression  is  necessary  to  create  a  warranty, 
but  there  is  a  distinction  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  expressions  when 
used  in  reference  to  a  matter  of  fact,  and  when  used  to  express 
an  impression  or  opinion.  Where  the  representation  is  positive, 
and  relates  to  a  matter  of  fact,  it  constitutes  a  warranty ;  as,  that 
a  ship  is  an  American  or  a  French  ship,  or  that  the  crew  consists 
of  so  many  hands.  But  where  the  representation  relates  to  that 
which  is  a  matter  of  opinion  or  fancy,  as,  for  example,  the  value 
of  a  horse  or  painting,  in  such  cases  the  representation  is  to  be 
regarded  as  an  expression  of  opinion,  rather  than  such  a  verifica- 
tion of  a  fact  as  will  amount  to  a  warranty,  unless  that  idea  is  ex- 
cluded by  an  express  warranty,  or  such  other  declaration  as 
leaves  no  doubt  of  the  intention  to  make  a  warranty.  The  dec- 
laration of  the  defendants  in  this  case,  as  to  the  quality  of  the 
tobacco,  would  seem  to  be  analogous  to  the  latter  class  of  cases. 
The  quality  of  the  tobacco  was  a  matter  of  judgment,  and  a  mat- 
ter with  respect  to  which  there  may  be  a  great  diversity  of  opin- 
ion, particularly  among  those  who  are  not  well  acquainted  with 
the  article.  The  defendants  are  not  charged  with  having  used 
any  fraud  or  deceit,  nor  does  it  appear  that  they  were  acquainted 
with  the  article  of  tobacco,  or  that  the  plaintiff  relied  upon  their 
judgment.  As,  therefore,  the  quality  of  tobacco  is  a  matter 
rather  of  opinion,  the  defendants  describing  that  sold  by  them  as 
good  first  and  second  rate,  unaccompanied  with  any  other  assur- 
ance of  quality,  can  only  be  regarded  as  what  in  their  opinion  was 
its  appropriate  designation,  and  not  as  an  undertaking  or  warranty 
of  its  quality,  upon  which  an  action  will  lie.(a) 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed  with  costs;  and 
the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings  not  inconsistent  with 
this  opinion. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(a)  Misner  v.  Granger,  4  Gil.  R.,  69 ;  Hawkins  v.  Berry,  5  Gil.  R.,  36 ;  Ender  v.  Scott, 
11  111.  11.,  3.5,  and  notes.  As  to  implied  warrsinty,  Beers  v.  Williams,  16  111.  R..  69  ;  Bab- 
cock  V.  Trice,  IS  III.  ]{.,  I'iO  ;  ArclHlalc  v.  Moore,  l!t  III.  R.,  fiGi) ;  Fish  v.  Koseberry,  'J-J  III. 
R.,  299  ;  Kohl  V.  Lindley,  ;W  111.  R.,  195. 
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Stepheist   Owens   and  Joseph  Steveists,  appellants,   v. 
Eeastus  H.  Derby,  appellee. 

Appeal  from   Hancoclc. 

Where  an  action  of  trespass  is  brought  against  two,  and  the  evidence  shows  that  only 
one  of  the  defendants  is  guilty,  the  proper  course  to  be  pursued  by  the  defendant 
against  whom  no  offense  is  proved  is  to  move  the  Court  to  instruct  the  jury  to  render  a 
verdict  in  his  favor,  or  that  the  jury  can  find  one  guilty  and  acquit  the  other.  It  is 
not  error  for  the  Court,  in  such  case,  to  refuse  to  instruct  the  jurv  to  find  for  the 
defendants  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit.  It  is  manifestly  more  discreet  to  leave  the  jury  to 
decide  on  the  nature  of  the  conduct  of  the  defendants,  and  what  participation  each  had 
in  the  acts  charged  in  the  declaration. (a) 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  vi  et  armis  brought  by  Derby 
against  Owens  and  Stevens,  in  the  Hancock  Circuit  Court.  The 
declaration  contained  four  counts.  The  defendants  pleaded  sep- 
arately. Owen  pleaded  son  assault  deraesne  as  to  the  first  two 
counts,  and  the  general  issue  as  to  the  last  two.  Stevens  pleaded 
the  general  issue  to  the  whole  declaration.  •  Issues  were  taken  on 
these  pleas,  and  a  trial  had  and  verdict  and  judgment  rendered  for 
the  plaintiff  for  $150,  at  the  September  term,  1839.  On  the 
trial  the  following  bill  of  exceptions  was  taken  :  "  Be  it  remem- 
bered, that,  on  the  trial  of  this  cause,  the  plaintiff,  in  support  of  his 
case,  offered  the  following  evidence  to  the  jury.  That  is  to  say, 
he  proved  by  the  testimony  of  Bentley  and  Loftis,  two  of  his 
witnesses,  that  Stevens,  one  of  the  defendants,  as  constable,  had 
levied  an  execution  upon  some  horses,  among  which  was  a  gray 
mare ;  that  he  had  advertised  them  for  sale  at  Chili,  a  place  in 
said  county  ;  that  witnesses,  who  lived  seven  miles  distant,  went, 
in  company  with  Derby,  to  Chili,  at  the  day  of  sale,  at  which 
time  there  was  a  trial  of  the  right  of  property  in  the  horses  levied 
on,  —  after  which  Stevens  then  sold  the  gray  mare  at  public  sale, 
the  defendant  Owens  becoming  the  purchaser,  who,  after  the 
sale,  took  the  mare  and  tied  her  to  a  fence;  after  which,  the 
plamtiflf,  Derby,  in  company  with  witnesses,  took  the  mare  and 
rode  past  a  store  (where  defendants  among  others  were)  on  their 
way  home.  Pursuit  was  made  after  plaintiff  and  witnesses  by 
several  persons  who  were  at  the  store,  who  overtook  them  at  the 
distance  of  two  or  three  hundred  yards  from  the  store.  A 
great  deal  of  noise  was  made  by  those  pursuing,  one  of  whom 
seized  the  gray  mare  by  the  bridle,  and  another  seized  the  bridle  of 
Loftis'  horse :  that  Loftis  drew  a  loaded  pistol,  telling  the  pur- 
suers to  '  keep  off,'  as  they  were  upon  a  public  road ;  that  the 
pistol  was  taken  from  Loftis,  and  discharged,  after  which  defend- 
ant Stevens  came  up,  and  struck  Derby  several  times  over  the 

[a)  Tefft  y.  Ashbaugh,  13  111.  E.,  C02,  and  notes. 
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lieacl  with  tlie  butt  of  a  riding  whip ;  after  this,  Derby.  Stevens 
and  the  rest  of  the  party  returned  to  the  store. 

"  Both  of  these  witnesses  testified  that  Owens  was  not  among  the 
persons  pursuing  Derby  and  witnesses,  nor  had  he  any  hand  or 
participation  in  the  assault  made  by  Stevens  upon  plaintiff. 

•'After  the  party  had  returned  to  the  store,  Derby  remained 
some  time  there,  and.  then  started  ofiF,  as  witness  beheved,  to  get 
his  whip.  That  Derby  afterwards  returned  to  the  store,  when 
some  altercation  took  place  between  Derby  and  defendant  Owens, 
who  pulled.  Derby  from  his  horse,  and  struck  him  several 
blows,  with  his  fist,  upon  his  head  and  face;  the  defendant  Ste- 
vens not  being  present,  nor  in  any  way  assisting  in  the  assault 
made  upon  Derby  by  defendant  Owens. 

"  No  other  material  testimony  in  relation  to  said  assaults  was 
offered  by  plaintiff-  After  plaintiff  had  closed  his  testimony,  the 
defendants,  by  their  counsel,  moved  the  Court  to  instruct  the  jury 
to  find  a  verdict  for  defendants,  as  in  case  of  nonsuit,  which 
motion  was  overruled  by  the  Court. 

"  The  defendants  then  moved  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  to 
find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  Stevens,  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit, 
which  motion  was  overruled  by  the  Court.  The  defendants  then 
moved  the  Court  to  instruct  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant  Owens,  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  which  motion  was  over- 
ruled by  the  Court. 

"To  which  said  several  opinions  and  judgments  of  the  Court 
the  defendants  except,  and  pray  this  their  bill  of  exceptions  may 
be  signed,  sealed,  and  enrolled,  and  made  a  part  of  the  records  of 
this  Court,  which  is  accordingly  done. 

"  PETER  LOTT.     "  [Seal.]" 

The  defendants  appealed  to  this  Court. 

Sidney  H.  Little  and  A.  Williams,  for  the  appellants, 
cited  3  Stark.  Ev.,  1441 ;  1  Chit.  Plead.,  77  ;  Van  Dusen  et  al.  v. 
Yan  Slyck  and  wife,  15  Johns.,  222;  Brown  et  al  v.  Howard, 
14  Johns.,  119  ;  1  Saund.  207,  n.  2  ;  Buller's  N.  P.,  285. 

Cyrus  Walker,  for  the  appellee,  cited  3  Stark.  Ev.,  1441, 
note  [1]. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
The  only  question  presented  in  this  case  is  the  refusal  of  the 
Circuit  Court  to  instruct  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  as  in  case  of  a 
nonsuit,  as  to  both  of  the  defendants,  who  are  charged  as  joint 
trespassers  in  assaulting  and  beating  Derby,  who  was  plaintiff  in 
the  Circuit  Court,  and  as  to  each  separately,  on  a  motion  in 
behalf  of  each.  From  the  evidence  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  we 
think  the  motion  was  properly  overruled.  Whether  the  second 
assault  by  Owens  was  a  continuance  of  the  affray  by  Stevens,  and 
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the  whole  so  closely  connected  as  to  constitute  but  one  joint 
action  of  the  parties,  in  the  scenes  of  violence  disclosed  by  the 
evidence,  was  properly  left  to  the  jury.  They  were  the  judges  of 
the  facts  disclosed  by  the  testimony,  and  unless  the  acts  of  vio- 
lence perpetrated  by  both  on  the  person  of  Derby  were  wholly 
disconnected,  and  clearly  so,  it  was  manifestly  more  discreet  to 
leave  the  jury  to  decide  on  the  nature  of  the  affray,  and  what  parti- 
cipation the  parties  had  in  it,  and  whether  they  were  jointly  acting. 
By  the  verdict  the  jury  have  found  that  they  were  joint  trespass- 
ers, and  we  see  no  sufficient  ground  for  disturbing  the  verdict  and 
judgment. 

The  Circuit  Court  should  doubtless  have  instructed  the  jury 
(if  the  application  had  been  made)  that  they  must  be  satisfied  that 
the  trespass  was  a  joint  one;  and  explained  what  in  contemplation 
of  law  would  render  it  so,  otherwise  they  were  bound  to  render  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff;  and  if  they  considered  the  evi- 
dence established  separate  trespasses,  then  they  might  render  a 
verdict  against  one  and  acquit  the  other.(a)  The  counsel  for  the 
defendants  clearly  mistook  the  course  which  should  have  been  pur- 
sued in  the  instructions  asked. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(a)  Post,  448 ;  Cochran  v.  Ammons,  16  111.  R.,  316 ;  St.  L.  A.  &  T.  H.  R.  E.  v.  South, 
43  111.  E.,  177. 


Haevey  Ballentijste,  appellant,  v.    William   McDow- 
ell, appellee. 

App.eal  from  Wabash. 

In  an  action  for  use  and  occupation  of  a  ferry  and  ferry  landing,  the  plaintiff  proved 
that  the  defendant  had  a  conversation  with  the  plaintiff's  agent,  in  which  the 
plaintilF's  agent  wished  the  defendant  to  agree  to  pay  a  specific  rent,  to  which  the 
defendant  made  no  other  ohjection  than  to  the  amount  of  rent  required,  and  offered 
a  smaller  sum,  which  was  not  agreed  to ;  and  that  the  defendant  continued  to  use 
and  occupy  the  premises:  Held,  that  the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  establish  the 
relation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  or  to  support  the  action. (a) 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  commenced  by  McDowell 
against  Ballentine,  in  the  Wabash  Circuit  Court,  for  the  use  and 
occupation  of  a  ferry  and  ferry  landing.  The  cause  was  heard  at 
the  April  term,  1839,  and  judgment  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for 
$125  and  costs.     The  following  bill  of  exceptions  was  taken  : 

"  Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  trial  of  this  cause  there  was  no 
evidence  that  the  defendant  held  or  occupied  the  premises  by  the 
assent  or  permission  of  the  plaintiff,  except  a  conversation  which 
defendant  had  with  the  plaintiff's  agent,  in  which  the  plaintiff's 
agent  wished  the  defendant  to  agree  to  pay  a  specific  rent,  and  in 

(a)  Wliituev  v.  Cochran,  1   Scam.  R.,  210,  and  note  ;  Dudding  v.  Hill,  15  111.  R.,  02, 
and  note  j  Ball  v.  Peck,  43  111.  R.,  482. 
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which  the  defendant  made  no  other  objection  than  to  the  amount 
of  rent  required,  and  offered  a  smaller  sum  which  was  not  agreed 
to,  and  defendant  continued  to  occupy  and  use  the  premises.  De- 
fendant also  offered  in  evidence  an  instrument  between  himself 
and  one  Thomas  S.  Hinde,  which  is  as  follows  : 

"  '  It  has  been  agreed  by  Th.  S.  Hinde  and  Ilarvey  Ballentine, 
as  follows  :  That,  until  other  arrangements  are  made,  we  agree  as 
follows :  1.  That  said  Ballentine  to  pay  the  same  rent  for  Th.  S. 
Hinde's  right  of  ferry  from  Illinois  side,  directly  opposite  and 
front  of  Mount  Carmel,  now  occupied  by  him,  as  he  did  last  year, 
viz :  at  the  rate  of  fifty  dollars  a  year,  and  said  ferry  to  be  regularly 
attended  to  at  said  Hinde's  order,  until  he,  said  Hinde,  shall  make 
a  different  arrangement  with  said  Ballentine  or  otherwise. 

"  '  October  18th,  1836. 

"  '  Note.  But  if  any  change  is  made  between  this  and  next 
spring,  by  said  Hinde  as  to  said  ferry,  say  thirty  dollars  a  year, 
or  that  rate.  "  '  H.  BALLENTINE, 

"  '  TH.  S.  HINDE.' 

"  Upon  which  agreement  there  is  the  following  endorsements  : 

"  '  Eec'd  in  full  for  1836-7,  $50.00.  "  '  TH.  S.  HINDE.' 

"  '  We  renew  this  agreement  on  the  same  term  as  last  year,  this 
18th  Oct.,  1837.  "  '  H.  BALLENTINE. 

"  '  TH.  S.  HINDE. 
"  '  Witness,  Maky  Taylor.' 

"  'I  renew  this  agreement  for  the  ferry  from  18th  Oct.,  1838,  to 
18th  Oct.,  1839,  at  the  same  rate.  "  '  H.  BALLENTINE. 

"  '  Witness,  Chas.  Cavilier,  Jr.' 

"  '  Credit  Harvey  Ballentine  for  1838,  $50  in  full. 

"  '  TH.  S.  HINDE.' 

"  '  March  28th,  1839.  Credit  by  payments  made  for  1839,  from 
18th  Oct.,  in  part  of  $50,  $26.25.  "  '  TH.  S.  HINDE.' 

"  Under  which  he  claimed  to  use  the  premises ;  but  it  was  proved 
that  he  generally  used  and  occupied  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff. 

"  The  Court  gave  verdict  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff;  to 
which  the  defendant  excepts  and  prays  his  bill  of  exceptions  to  be 
signed,  sealed,  and  allowed  a  part  of  the  record,  which  is  done. 

"J.  HAELAN.     "[SEAL.]" 

The  defendant  appealed  to  this  Court,  and  assigned  for  error  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  upon  the  evidence  adduced. 

E.  B.  Webb,  for  the  appellant,  cited  Bancroft  v.  Wardle,  13 
Johns.,  490  ;  Osgood  v.  Dewey,  13  Johns.,  210  ;  Abeel  v.  Eadcliff, 
13  Johns.,  298  ;  Abeel  v.  Eadcliff,  15  Johns.,  505  ;  Smith  v.  Stew- 
art, 6  Johns.,  46;  2  Tuck.  Com.,  20,   136;  3  Stark.  Ev.,  1514. 


80  DECEMBER  TERM,  1839. 

Memwether  e^  al.  v.  Smith  et  al. 

O.  B.  FiCKLiN,  for  the  appellee,  cited  IsTorris,  Peake,  394; 
2  Tuck.  Com.,  20 ;  1  Munf.,  407. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 

This  is  an  action  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  land.  The 
cause  was  submitted  to  the  Court  on  evidence,  without  the  inter- 
vention of  a  jury,  and  judgment  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  in  the 
Circuit  Court. 

From  the  bill  of  exceptions  it  is  very  clear,  on  the  evidence 
stated  in  it,  that  there  is  nothing  to  support  the  judgment.  It 
does  not  appear  that  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  existed 
between  the  parties  to  the  action.  An  offer  to  hire  and  a  refusal 
to  pay  rent  negatives  the  idea  of  a  contract,  instead  of  supporting 
one  by  inference ;  besides,  there  is  no  proof  how  long  the  party 
occupied  the  premises,  nor  was  there  any  promise  to  pay  any  spe- 
cific sum  for  rent,  nor  has  the  value  of  the  use  of  the  ground  been 
shown.  So  far  as  there  is  evidence  of  value,  the  defendant  has 
shown  it  to  be  fifty  dollars  per  annum,  under  an  arrangement 
with  a  third  person  under  whom  the  defendant  below  claimed  to 
use  the  premises  and  ferry. 

We  cannot  doubt  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed  with 
costs. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Heistey  W.  Meeeiwethee.  and  Robeet  L.  Hill,  im- 
pleaded with  RicHAED  B.  Hill,  appellants,  v.  Samuel 
Smith,  wlio  sues  for  tlie  use  of  Chaeles  Geegoey, 
appellee. 

Appeal  from   Greene. 

In  an  action  against  the  makers,  npon  a  promissory  note,  the  defendants  pleaded  that  the 
plaintiff  represented  to  them  that  he  was  the  owner  in  fee  simple  of  a  certain  lot  of 
land,  and  that  if  the  defendants  would  execute  the  note  declared  on,  he  would  make 
a  good  and  perfect  title  to  said  lot  of  land  as  soon  as  the  note  was  executed.  That 
they  executed  the  note  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff's  promise  to  make  them  a  good 
and  sufficient  deed  for  said  lot  of  land ;  and  he  did  not,  at  the  time  of  making  the  note, 
or  at  any  time  thereafter,  make  a  good  and  sufficient  deed  for  said  lot  ;  and  in  truth 
and  in  fact  he  had  no  title  whatever  to  the  same.  Held,  on  demurrer  to  the  declara- 
tion, that  the  plea  was  bad  for  duplicity.  Held,  also,  that  it  was  doubtful  whether 
the  defendants  did  not  base  their  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  execute  a  good 
and  sufficient  deed  for  the  lot,  because  he  had  no  title  to  convey. 

Semble,  That  if  a  deed  of  any  kind  had  been  executed,  it  should  have  been  distinctly 
set  forth  in  the  plea,  and  if  it  contained  no  covenants  of  title,  then,  in  the  absence  of 
fraud,  the  question  of  title  would  have  been  at  the  risk  of  the  grantee  ;  and  if  cov- 
enants of  title  were  inserted  in  the  deed,  it  would  have  been  incumbent  on  the  grantee 
to  have  relied  on  them. 

It  is  error  to  render  a  judgment  against  a  defendant  who  is  not  served  with  process,  and 
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wlio  does  not  appear,  altlionf,'h  liis  co-defendants  have  been  regularly  Bummoued  and 
pleaded  in  the  action,  and  judgment  is  rendered  against  them. 

This  cause  was  tried  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  August  term, 
1839,  before  the  Hon.  William  Thomas. 

J.  J.  Hardin  and  R.  L.  Doyle,  for  the  appellants. 

S.  T.  Logan,  for  the  appellee. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court ; 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  brought  on  a  promissory  note  in 
favor  of  Smith,  for  the  use  of  Gregory,  against  Merriwether, 
Richard  B.  Hill,  and  Robert  L.  Hill.  The  summons  was  served 
on  Merriwether  and  Robert  L.  Hill,  and  returned  not  found  as  to 
Richard  B.  Hill.  The  defendants  Merriwether  and  Robert  L. 
Hill  pleaded  specially  that  Smith  represented  to  them  that  he 
was  the  owner  in  fee  simple  of  a  certain  lot  of  land,  and  that,  if  the 
defendants  would  execute  the  note  declared  on,  he  would  make  a 
good  and  perfect  title  to  said  lot  of  land  as  soon  as  the  note  was 
executed.  That  they  executed  the  note  in  consideration  of  the 
promise  of  Smith  to  make  them  a  good  and  sufficient  deed  for  said 
lot  of  land  ;  and  they  aver  that  he  did  not,  at  the  time  of  making 
the  note,  or  at  any  time  thereafter,  make  a  good  and  sufficient 
deed  for  said  lot;  and  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  said  Smith  had  no 
title  whatever  to  said  lot  of  land.  Wherefore,  the  consideration 
of  said  note  had  wholly  failed. 

To  this  plea  Smith  demurred  in  short,  by  consent,  and  the 
defendants  below  joined  in  demurrer.  The  Court  below  sustained 
the  demurrer,  and  gave  judgment  against  all  three  of  the  defend- 
ants. The  assignment  of  errors  question  the  correctness  of  the 
decision  in  sustaining  the  demurrer,  and  in  rendering  judgment 
against  Richard  L.  Hill,  who  had  not  been  served  with  a  process, 
and  had  not  appeared.  The  plea  was  clearly  bad.  It  is  double, 
in  this,  that  it  alleges  that  plaintiff  did  not  convey  the  lot  by  a 
good  and  sufficient  deed,  and  that  he  had  no  title  to  convey.  The 
plea  is  also  uncertain,  in  this,  that  it  is  doubtful  whether  the 
defendants  do  not  base  their  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  exe- 
cute a  good  and  sufficient  deed  for  the  lot,  because  he  had  no  title 
to  convey.  If  a  deed  of  any  kind  was  executed,  that  fact  should 
have  been  distinctly  set  forth  ;  and  if  it  contained  no  covenants  of 
title,  then,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  the  question  of  title  would  have 
been  at  the  risk  of  the  grantee  ;  and  if  covenants  had  been  inserted 
in  the  deed  it  would  have  been  incumbent  on  the  grantee  to  have 
relied  on  them.  The  Court  consequently  decided  correctly  in 
overruling  the  special  plea.  It  was,  however,  error,  m  giving 
judgment  against  Richard  L.  Hill.  For  this  error  the  judgment 
is  reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded  with  directions 
to  enter  judgment  against  the  defendants  who  were  served  with 

(rt)  But  see  Gregory  v.  Scott,  4  Scam.  E.,  394,  post,  444. 
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process,  and  to  enter  an  order  to  enable  the  plaintiff  below  to 
take  out  a  scire  facias  against  the  defendant  not  served. 
Judgment  reversed. 

Note.    See  Kirkland  v.  Lett  &  Dailey,  ante ;  Tyler  v.  Young  et  als.,  Post  ;  Miller  v 
Howell,  1  Scam. 


Daeius  B.  Holbrook,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  The  Peoria 
Bridge  Company,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  Peoria. 

In  suits  by  corporations  the  same  rules  prevail  as  iu  suits  by  natural  jjersons.  Process 
in  favor  of  a  corporation  can  be  sent  out  of  the  county  v?here  the  suit  is  commenced, 
only  in  such  cases  as  it  might  be  so  sent  in  suits  in  favor  of  persons. 

The  only  point  decided  in  this  case  is,  that  a  judgment  by  default 
rendered  in  the  Peoria  Circuit  Court  against  the  defendant,  upon 
process  executed  in  Fayette  county,  where  the  declaration  contained 
no  averments  to  authorize  the  emanation  of  process  to  a  foreign 
country,  is  erroneous,  and  will  be  reversed  in  the  Supreme  Court. 

O.  Peters,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

W.  Frisby  and  G.  T.  Metcalf,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 


William   B.    Warren,    plaintiff   in   error,  v.   Samuel 
McHatton,  defendant  in  error. 

Mrror  to  Schuyler. 

A  motion  to  amend  a  petition  and  summons  is  addressed  to  the  sound  discretion 
of  the  Court,  and  the  refusal  of  the  Court  to  grant  such  motion  cannot  be  assigned 
for  error. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  December 
special  term,  1839,  before  the  Hon.  Peter  Lott. 

M.  McConnel  and  J.  A.  McDougall^  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  cited  2  Bibb,  344;  10  Mod.,  88;  1  Tomlin's  Law  Diet., 
71;  Graham's  Pract,  524;  3  Cowen,  44,  note;  4  Cowen,  555. 

C.  Walker,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 
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Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

It  was  an  action  by  petition  and  summons  on  a  promissory  note. 
The  plaintiff  in  the  Circuit  Court  asked  for  leave  to  amend  the 
petition,  by  striking  out  the  figures  19  in  the  description  of  the 
note,  and  inserting  17,  which  the  Court  refused. 

This  is  the  only  ground  of  error  assigned.  Whatever  may  be 
our  opinion  on  the  character  of  the  proposed  amendment,  and 
whether  the  Court  ought  not  to  have  allowed  it,  still,  as  it  was  an 
application  addressed  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  Court,  and 
that  has  been  exercised,  we  are  not  disposed  to  interfere  with  its 
exercise.  The  refusal  to  grant  the  amendment  is  not  cause  of 
error,  and  cannot  be  assigned  as  such.  The  judgment  is  afl&rmed 
with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.  Discretion:  See  Clemeon  et  al.  v.  State  Bank  of  Illinois,  1  Scam.,  45;  Phil- 
lips V.  Dana,  Idem  ;  Piggot  v.  Ramey  et  al.,  Idem,  145  ;  McKinstry  v.  Pennoyer  et  al.. 
Idem,  319  ;  Sheldon  ?'.  Keihle  el  al.,  Idem  ;  Brunei'  v.  Ingraham,  Idem  ;  Vickers  v.  Hill 
et  al.,  Idem,  307;  Harmison  v.  Clark  et  al..  Idem,  131;  Wallace  v.  Jerome,  Idem; 
Garner  et  al.  v.  Crenshaw,  Idem,  143;  Gillet  et  al.  v.  Stone  et  al..  Idem;  Berry 
V.  Wilkinson  et  al.,  Idem,  164 ;  Grain  v.  Bailey  et  al..  Idem,  321 ;  Emerson  v.  Clark, 
Idem. 


Mahlon  D.  Ogdejst,  Isaac  N.  Atustold,  Joel  N.  Hayes, 
Simeon  Hyde,  and  Feederick  T.  Hayes,  plaintiffs  in 
error,  v.  Ekastus  Bowen,  defendant  in  error. 

Where  an  action  of  assumpsit  is  commenced  against  several,  and  process  is  served  only 
on  a  part  of  the  defendants,  it  is  error  to  take  judgment  against  those  who  are  not 
served,  and  who  do  not  appear/«y 

J.  BuTTERFiELD,  I.  JST.  ARNOLD,  and  M.  D.  Ogden",  for  the 
plaintiffs  in  error. 

G.  Spring  and  Gr.  Goodrich,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Lockwood,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  Bowen,  as  endorsee, 
against  Ogden  and  others,  as  makers  of  a  promissory  note.  The 
summons  was  regularly  served  on  three  of  the  defendants  below  ;  as 
to  one  of  the  other  defendants  it  was  returned  not  found,  and  no 
return  was  made  as  to  the  remaining  defendant.  The  three  upon 
whom  the  summons  had  been  served  pleaded  non-assumpsit,  and 
the  cause  was,  by  agreement  of  the  plaintiff  below,  and  the  defend- 
ants who  had  pleaded,  submitted  to  the  Court  for  trial,  without  a 
jury,  who,  after  hearing  the  evidence,  gave  judgment  against  the 
defendants,  without  designating  that  the  judgment  was  only  given 
against  those  defendants  who  had  been  served  with  process,  and 
(a)  Hendrickson  v.  Van  Winkle,  21  111.  R.,  274. 

Vol.  II.  5 


34  DECEMBER  TERM,   1839. 

Cole  V.  Chapman. 

who  had  pleaded.  Subsequently  to  the  rendition  of  the  judgment 
an  execution  was  issued  thereon  against  all  five  of  the  defendants. 

The  assignment  of  errors  questions  the  correctness  of  rendering 
judgment  against  the  defendants  who  had  not  been  served  with 
process,  and  who  had  not  appeared. 

This  was  clearly  erroneous.  At  common  law,  in  an  action 
against  several,  all  must  be  served  with  process  ;  and  if  some  of 
the  defendants  cannot  be  found,  the  plaintiff  must  proceed  to  out- 
lawry against  those  not  found,  before  he  can  take  judgment  against 
those  that  are  served  with  process.  To  remedy  the  great  delay 
that  would  take  place  in  proceeding  to  outlawry  against  the  defend- 
ants not  served,  the  fourth  section  of  the  ^^  Act  concerning  Practice 
in  Courts  of  Lavo^"^  (1)  authorizes  the  plaintiff  to  proceed  against 
such  defendants  as  have  been  summoned,  and  take  judgment 
against  them. 

The  act  also  authorizes  the  plaintiff,  at  any  time  after  j  udgment, 
to  have  a  summons  in  the  nature  of  a  scire  facias^  against  the 
defendants  not  served  with  the  first  process,  to  show  cause  why 
they  should  not  be  made  parties  to  the  judgment. 

The  course  pointed  out  in  the  fourth  section  of  the  practice  act 
should  have  been  pursued  in  this  case.  For  this  error  the  judg- 
ment below  must  be  reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded 
to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Cook  county,  with  directions  to  render  a 
judgment  against  the  defendants  who  had  been  served  with  the 
summons,  and  who  had  pleaded,  and  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff 
below  to  take  out  a  scire  facias  against  the  other  defendants. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(1)  R.  L.,  487 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  529. 


William  C.   Cole,  plaintiff  in   error,   v.    Charles   H. 
Chapman,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to   CooJc. 

In  an  action  upon  an  arbitration  bond,  it  is  no  objection  to  the  declaration  that  it  does 
not  show  that  the  bond  was  executed  by  both  parties,  or  that  a  counter  bond  was 
executed. 

Where  the  action  is  upon  an  arbitration  bond  it  is  only  necessary  to  show  that  the 
award  was  made  in  pursuance  of  the  condition  of  the  bond,  and  that  the  defendant 
has  not  complied  with  the  award.  But  the  rule  is  diflPerent  where  the  defendant  sub- 
mits to  the  award  of  arbitrators  by  bond,  and  the  action  is  on  the  award  itself.  In 
that  case  it  is  necessary  to  state  in  the  declaration  a  mutual  submission  ;  because  the 
award  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  action,  being  the  determination  of  a  third  person 
between  two  others,  who  submit  their  differences  to  his  decision,  it  is  the  submission 
which  creates  the  obligation  to  abide  by  that  determination  ;  and  in  that  case  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  state  in  the  declaration  that  the  defendant  by  bond  submitted  himself  to 
the  award  of  the  arbitrators. 
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This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Cook  Circuit  Court,  at  the  May 
term,  1836,  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Ford.  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered, on  demurrer  to  the  phiintilf's  dechxration,  in  favor  of  the 
defendant.  Chapman.  Cole  brought  the  cause  to  this  Court  by 
writ  of  error. 

J.  Dean  Caton,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  cited  Butler  v. 
Wegge,  1  Saund.,  61  and  notes ;  Veale  v.  Warner,  Idem,  323  and 
notes;  Roberts  v.  Marritt,  2  Saund.,  183  and  notes;  1  Saund.,  66, 
note  1 ;  1  Saund.,  327,  note  2 ;  in  support  of  the  declaration. 

C  Spring,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  on  an  arbitration  bond.  The  de- 
fendant demurred  to  the  declaration  in  the  Circuit  Court,  and  the 
demurrer  was  sustained,  and  judgment  rendered  for  the  defend- 
ant.(l) 

We  have  examined  the  declaration  minutely,  and  do  not  per- 
ceive the  declaration  to  be  defective.  The  exception  that  the 
bond  was  not  signed  by  both  the  parties  is  not  a  sutticient  ground 
for  adjudging  the  declaration  bad.  There  are  two  counts  in  the 
declaration  which  set  forth  the  bond  and  condition  with  sufficient 
certainty.  The  first  count  sets  forth  the  substance  of  the  award  ; 
and  the  second  the  award  in  hoec  verba.  When  the  action  is  upon 
an  arbitration  bond,  it  is  only  necessary  to  show  that  the  award 
was  made  in  pursuance  of  the  condition  of  the  bond,  and  that  the 
defendant  has  not  performed.  But  the  rule  is  different  where  the 
defendant  submits  to  the  award  of  arbitrators  by  bond,  and  the 
action  is  on  ihe  award  itself.  In  that  case  it  is  necessary  to  state 
in  the  declaration  a  mutual  submission  ;  because,  the  award  which 
is  the  foundation  of  the  action,  being  the  determination  of  a  third 
person  between  two  others,  who  submit  their  differences  to  his 
decision,  it  is  the  submission  which  creates  the  oblisration  to  abide 
by  that  determination;  and  in  that  case  it  is  not  sufficient  to  state 
in  the  declaration  that  the  defendant  by  bond  submitted  himself 
to  the  award  of  the  arbitrators.  (2) 

We  think  the  Circuit  Court  should  have  overruled  the  demurrer. 
The  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded 
with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  proceed  with  the  cause. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(1)  The  Ciuises  of  demuiTer  assijrned  were,  that  there  was  no  alle<Tation  in  the  declara- 
tion that  the  bond  wan  executed  by  botli  parties,  or  that  a  counter  bond  was  executed  ; 
and  consequently  no  mutuality  was  shown. 

(2)  1  Saund.,  61,  marginal  page,  and  323;  2  Saund.,  183,  with  notes  and  cases  there 
cited. 
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Teisteam  p.  Hoxey,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  The  County 
OF  Macoupin,  defendant  in  error. " 

Error  to  Macoupin. 

In  an  action  of  debt  against  several,  judgment  must  be  rendered  against  all  who  are 
served  with  process,  or  none. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below  at  the  September 
term,  1838,  the  Hon.  Jesse  B.  Thomas  presiding. 

J.  S.  Geeathouse  and  C.  Walkee,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

S.  T.  Logan  and  D.  A.  Smith,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Beowne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  dehl  brought  by  the  county  of  Macoupin 
against  Tristram  P.  Hoxey,  John  Wilson,  and  Charles  Storer,  on 
a  bond  given  by  the  said  Hoxey,  as  clerk  of  the  County  Commis- 
sioners' Court  of  Macoupin  county,  with  the  said  Wilson  and 
Storer,  his  sureties.  The  writ  issued  against  the  three  defendants, 
Hoxey,  Wilson,  and  Storer.  The  sheriff  of  the  aforesaid  county 
made  his  return  that  the  writ  was  executed  on  all  the  defendants. 
A  declaration  was  filed  against  all  of  the  defendants.  Hoxey, 
only,  pleaded  to  the  declaration,  and  the  cause  was  submitted  to 
the  Court  for  trial,  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury.  The 
Circuit  Court  rendered  judgment  against  Hoxey  alone.  This 
was  clearly  erroneous. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Macoupin  county  is 
reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded  with  directions  to 
render  judgment  against  all  of  the  defendants. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.    See  Kimmel  v.  Shultz  et  al.,  Breese,  128 ;  Eussell  et  al.  v.  Hogan  et  al.,  1  Scam. 


Enoch  Ceoss,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Thomas  Beyant  and 
John  E.  Smith,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  Peoria. 

It  is  not  error  to  exclude  parol  evidence  of  a  contract  of  sale  which  is  contained  in  a 
deed  of  assignment,  when  the  written  evidence  could  be  produced. 

The  Supreme  Court  will  not  infer  that  a  deed  was  excluded  from  the  jury  in  the  Court 
below,  upon  the  technical  ground  of  want  of  proof  of  its  due  execution,  unless  that 
reason  is  expressly  stated  in  the  bill  of  exceptions. 

A  debtor  may  prefer  one  creditor,  pay  him  fully,  and  thus  exhaust  his  whole  prop- 
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orty,  leayiu!^  nothin^ir  for  otherB  oqimlly  meritorious.  Ho  may  also  partially  pay  a  por- 
tion of  liiH  cii'ditorH,  in  inu'uiial  pjiynienlH,  and  wiiolly  neglect  bis  otiier  creditoVx;  yet 
the  law  will  not  disburb  rtiii-li  diH|i()Bition  of  iiin  projiLTl  v. 

A  deed  of  a.sHitrnnient  made  by  a  debtor  lo  a  triiHteo  for  Ilie  l)cii(?(il,  of  a  portion  of  bis 
creditors  (whioii  were  divided  into  two  clasnnB),  provided  Ihcy  boi-aiMc  imriicH  to  the 
deed  witliiii  sixty  days,  stipulated  tliat  tiio  lirst  chiss  sbould  be  i)aid  in  full,  and  tbe 
second  ratably,  if  there  should  not  be  .suflicienl  to  pay  tiie  wiiole,  and  that  tlio  anrplus, 
if  any,  sliould  bo  paid  over  to  the  a8si','nor.  A  monioranduni  was  annexed  to  the  deed. 
Btatini?  that  three  creditors  were  not  provided  for  in  the  assij,'nnient,  for  the  reason  tiiat 
they  held  secureties  by  niortL'age  :  Ile/d,  that  the  conditions  of  the  deed  were  not 
fraudulent.  Hi/d,  also,  that  the  eni[>loyinff  of  the  assij^'nee,  as  the  airent  <if  llie  trustee, 
to  take  charLCe  of  the  property,  did  not  "render  the  transaction  fraudulent,  ultlioui<li  the 
agreement  to  employ  liim  as  such  agent  was  made  on  the  same  day  tinit  the  assigument 
was  executed. (^/j 

Sem/j/e,  That  the  possession  of  the  property  assigned,  by  the  assignee,  as  the  agent  of 
the  assignee,  where  a  general  assignment  is  made  by  a  debtor  for  the  beuelit  of  his 
creditors,  is  uot  fraudulent  per  se. 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  de  bonis  asportatls.  The  dec- 
laration alleges  that  the  defendants,  on  the  9th  of  April,  1838,  took 
and  carried  away  80,000  feet  of  the  plaintiff's  lumber,  of  the  value 
of  $2000. 

The  defendants  pleaded  a  justification  of  the  taking,  that  said 
Bryant,  at  the  time  of  the  taking,  was  sheriff  of  Peoria  county, 
and  said  Smith  was  his  deputy;  that  Henry  McCracken  and 
John  Struthers,  before  the  said  taking,  sued  out  a  writ  of  attach- 
ment from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Peoria  county,  against  William 
Pierce,  Simon  B.  Johnson,  and  William  H.  Perry,  for  $624.75, 
which  writ  was  delivered  to  said  Smith,  who  levied  it  on  the  prop- 
erty mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  that  said  property  was  the 
property  of  said  Pierce  and  Johnson. 

To  which  plea  the  plaintiff  replied  property  in  himself,  and  ten- 
dered an  issue  to  the  country,  which  was  joined. 

A  trial  was  had  at  the  July  term  of  the  Peoria  Circuit  Court, 
1839,  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Ford,  and  a  verdict  rendered  for 
the  defendants. 

It  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions  that  "  the  defendants,  to 
maintain  the  issue  on  their  part,  introduced  evidence  to  prove  that 
the  property  mentioned  in  the  plaintiff's  declaration  was  in  the  pos- 
session of  William  Pierce  and  Simeon  Johnson,  partners  in  trade 
under  the  firm  of  Johnson  &  Pierce,  a  short  time  before  it  was 
taken  by  the  defendants,  and  that  the  said  Johnson  &  Pierce  were 
then  the  owners  thereof.  To  show  property  in  himself,  the  plaint- 
itf  called  the  said  Pierce  as  a  witness,  who  testified  that  on  the 
7th  of  April,  1838,  said  property  was  sold  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  on  the  morning  of  the  9th  of  April  he  went  with  the  plaintiff 
to  the  place  where  the  property  then  was,  and  delivered  it  to  him, 
together  with  the  other  property  which  was  sold  at  the  same  time 
except  some  hogs  which  could  not  be  delivered,  as  they  were  then 
running  at  large  in  the  woods  ;  and  the  plaintiff  then  immediately 
constituted  said  Pierce  his  agent  to  attend  to  his  property  as  here- 
after mentioned,  said  agency  having  been  agreed  upon  on  the  sev- 

Ui)  Coukliu  0.  Carson,  11  III.  li.,  :m ,  Finlay  v.  Dickcrson,  2'J  III.  K.,  22. 
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enth  of  April  aforesaid.  Said  Pierce  further  testified,  that  the 
said  property  was  sold  to  the  plaintiff  in  trust  for  the  creditors  of 
the  said  Johnson  &  Pierce.  Said  witness  also  testified  that 
said  lumber  was  made  at  the  saw  mill  of  said  Johnson  &  Pierce, 
about  two  miles  distant  from  the  place  where  it  then  was,  it  then 
being  at  a  public  landing  place  in  the  town  of  Detroit,  in  the 
county  of  Peoria,  and  a  large  part  of  it  formed  into  a  raft  in  the 
Illinois  river;  that  the  said  witness,  having  been  appointed  agent 
for  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  as  such  agent  took  charge  of  said  lum- 
ber and  went  on  to  complete  the  raft,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  it 
down  said  river  for  the  plaintiff,  to  Peoria,  and  he  proceeded  so 
to  do ;  but  on  the  same  day,  before  the  lumber  was  removed  by 
the  witness,  it  was  taken  by  the  defendants.  In  answer  to  a  ques- 
tion by  defendants'  counsel,  the  witness  stated  that  said  sale  was  by 
a  deed  of  assignment  from  Johnson  &  Pierce  to  the  plaintiff,  of 
the  said  property,  made  on  the  seventh  day  of  said  April ;  where- 
upon the  judge,  on  motion  of  the  defendant,  excluded  so  much  of 
the  evidence  of  the  witness  as  related  to  the  sale  of  said  prop- 

The  plaintiff  offered  to  introduce  a  deed  of  assignment  of  the 
property  from  Johnson  &  Pierce  to  the  plaintiff,  in  trust  for  their 
creditors,  which  was  objected  to,  and  the  deed  rejected. 

The  deed  was  an  indenture  of  three  parts.  Johnson  &  Pierce 
of  the  first  part,  said  Cross  of  the  second  part,  and  William  Mil- 
ler and  others,  creditors  of  said  Johnson  &  Pierce,  who  should 
execute  the  indenture  within  sixty  days,  of  the  third  part,  and  was 
dated  April  7th,  1838. 

This  deed  conveyed  the  property  in  question,  upon  trust  that 
Cross  should  immediately  take  possession  of  it,  and  at  public  or 
private  sale  sell  it,  and  appropriate  the  proceeds  as  follows,  viz. : 

1.  To  pay  costs  of  the  assignment  and  expenses  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  trusts. 

2.  To  pay  certain  creditors  named  the  full  amount  of  their 
debts  if  they  should  execute  the  deed  within  sixty  days. 

3.  To  pay  other  creditors  who  should  execute  the  deed  within 
sixty  days  their  respective  debts,  or  a  ratable  proportion  thereof, 
if  proceeds  should  be  insufficient  to  pay  the  whole. 

4.  If  any  thing  remain,  to  pay  it  over  to  Johnson  &  Pierce. 

The  deed  contained  a  grant  of  full  powers  to  Cross,  and  cove- 
nant, by  Cross,  to  execute  the  trusts  in  the  deed.  The  deed  refers 
to  schedule  marked  B,  and  made  part  of  the  deed,  as  "a  schedule 
of  the  several  creditors  of  the  said  Johnson  &  Pierce,  with  the 
amounts  respectively  due  them,  as  nearly  as  can  now  be  recollected 
and  ascertained  by  said  Johnson  &  Pierce." 

The  deed  is  signed  and  sealed  by  Johnson  &  Pierce,  by  Cross, 
and  by  many  of  the  creditors  of  said  Johnson  &  Pierce. 

Among  the  creditors  named  in  the  schedule  is  said  Cross,  and 
bis  debt  is  put  down  at  $58.81. 
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The  following  memorandum  is  attached  to  the  deed  : 

"  In  the  foregoing  schedule  of  debts  are  not  included  three  notes 
due  to  McCracken  &  Struthers,  amounting  to  about  three  thousand 
dollars  ;  also  a  note  of  five  hundred  dollars  to  William  11.  Perry  ; 
also  a  note  of  five  hundred  dollars  to  Josephus  Loring ;  all  of  said 
notes  being  secured  by  mortgages  on  the  real  estate  and  mills  and 
fixtures  of  the  assignors." 

The  plaintiff  excepted  to  the  decisions  of  the  Court,  and  brought 
the  cause  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error. 

The  errors  assigned  are, — 

1.  That  the  judge  excluded  so  much  of  evidence  as  related  to 
the  sale  of  property  mentioned  in  the  plaintiff's  declaration. 

2.  In  refusing  to  admit  the  deed  of  assignment  offered  in  evi- 
dence by  the  plaintiff. 

Onslow  Peters,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error: 

I.  Was  the  deed  of  assignment  which  the  plaintiff  offered  in 
evidence  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  proving  property  in  the 
plaintiff? 

As  it  purported  to  convey  the  property  in  controversy,  it  was 
proper  evidence  unless  it  was  fraudulent  upon  its  face ;  i.  e.,  unless 
it  was  in  such  form,  or  contained  such  provisions  as  to  render  it 
fraudulent  in  law. 

1.  A  debtor  has  a  right  to  prefer  his  creditors  by  appropriating 
his  property  for  the  full  payment  of  one,  or  one  class,  to  the  total 
exclusion  of  another,  by  paying  or  conveying  to  that  one,  or  class, 
any  particular  portion  of  his  property.  Holbird  v.  Anderson  et  al, 
6  Term  R.,  238 ;  Meaux  et  al  v.  Howell  et  al,  4  East,  1 ;  or, 

2.  A  debtor  may  lawfully  convey  his  property  in  trust  to  another 
for  the  benefit  of  any  one  creditor  or  class  of  creditors,  and  may 
direct  by  his  conveyance  how  and  to  whom  the  proceeds  shall 
be  appropriated  and  paid.  Grover  v.  Wakeman,  11  Wend., 
194,  and  authorities  there  cited ;  Estwich  v.  Coillard,  5  T.  R., 
423-5. 

Whatever  doubts  may  formerly  have  existed  as  to  this  right  of 
preference  by  a  debtor,  the  doctrine  is  now  too  well  settled  to  be 
shaken.  Kent's  Com. 

3.  A  general  assignment  of  a  debtor's  property  in  trust  for  all 
his  creditors  is  valid  when  it  is  coupled  with  no  unjust  conditions 
for  the  purpose  of  coercing  the  creditor. 

In  Massachusetts  it  is  now  perhaps  the  settled  doctrine,  that 
such  a  general  assignment  is  not  valid  ;  but  this  is  peculiar  to  that 
and  the  other  New  England  States,  and  is  part  of  their  local  com- 
mon law.  Widgery  v.  Haskell,  5  Mass.,  144 ;  Harris  v.  Sumner, 
2  Pick.,  129. 

Such  is  not  the  doctrine  of  the  common  law  of  England  or  of  the 
United  States  generally.  Pichstoch  v.  Lyston,  3  Maule  &  Selw., 
371 ;  5  Term  R.,  238 ;  5  T.  R.,  420,  cited  above ;  Marbury  v. 
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Brooks,  7  Wheat,  556;  Halsej  v.  Fairbanks,  reported  in  Appen- 
dix to  Oliver's  Conveyancing,  560,  566 ;  and  same  case  reported 
in  4  Mason. 

4.  It  is  as  well  settled,  also,  that  a  debtor  may  convey  his  prop- 
erty in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  a  particular  creditor,  or  class  of 
creditors,  who  shall  give  their  assent  thereto,  by  becoming  parties 
to  the  deed  of  assignment. 

ISTo  authority  to  the  contrary  is  recollected.  Meaux  v.  Howell, 
4  Bast,  1,  above  cited ;  Widgery  v.  Haskell,  cited  above  ;  Halsey 
V.  Fairbanks,  as  above  cited;  Hastings  v.  Baldwin,  19  Mass., 
552. 

5.  And  he  may  convey  in  trust  part  of  his  property  to  pay  one 
or  a  part  of  his  creditors. 

Lord  Abingdon  conveyed  property  in  trust  for  his  creditors, 
except  one  Townsend,  who  was  not  named  in  the  schedule;  and 
it  is  held  no  fraud,  as  it  did  not  appear  he  was  excluded  for  the 
purpose  of  defrauding  him  by  securing  the  property.  Estwich  v. 
Coillard,  5  T.  E.,  420  ;  per  Buller,  Jr., — cited  and  approved  by 
Story,  J.,  in  Halsey  v.  Fairbanks,  above. 

11.  Do  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  deed  of  assignment  invade 
or  interfere  with  these  well  settled  principles  ? 

1.  It  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  deed  whether  all  the 
property  of  the  assignors  was  or  was  not  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff 
in  trust ;  non  constat^  but  they  reserved  enough  to  pay  all  other 
creditors  not  named  in  the  schedule. 

2.  It  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  deed  that  there  were 
any  other  creditors  of  Johnson  &  Pierce.  If  there  were,  it  is  a 
question  arising  extrinsic  of  the  deed,  and  is  no  reason  for  exclud- 
mg  the  deed  itself  as  evidence. 

3.  If  the  memorandum  is  to  be  deemed  part  of  the  deed,  it 
rebuts  any  presumption  of  fraud,  because  it  shows  that  the  persons 
therein  named  were  already  otherwise  secured. 

4.  The  persons  named  in  the  memorandum  might  have  become 
parties  to  the  deed,  and  received  the  benefit  of  its  provisions,  as 
the  second  class  of  creditors  of  Johnson  &  Pierce.  Grrover  v. 
Wakeman^  11  Wend.,  192--4.  In  the  case  here  cited,  a  class  of 
creditors  designated  as  no  2  were  provided  for,  if  they  would 
receive  their  dividend  and  discharge  the  assignor  in  full. 

The  assignees  were  next  to  pay  all  the  other  just  debts  of  the 
assignor.  It  was  held,  per  Sutherland,  J.,  that  though  class  No.  2 
refused  to  come  in  as  class  No.  2,  yet  they  could  come  in  to  share 
in  the  benefits  of  the  provision  for  class  No.  8. 

In  the  case  at  bar  all  the  creditors  who  should  execute  the  deed 
in  sixty  days  might  come  in.  No  one  was  excluded.  The  Mtter 
clause,  referring  to  the  schedule  of  creditors  and  debts,  marked 
B,  excludes  no  one,  and  is  added  only  to  show  to  some  extent  the 
situation  of  the  assignors  as  to  their  debts  and  their  creditors. 
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5.  The  deed  debarred  or  delayed  no  one  from  pursuing  his 
legal  remedies. 

6.  The  time  allowed  for  the  creditors  to  become  parties  was 
neither  so  long  nor  so  short  as  to  raise  any  presumption  of  fraud. 
It  was  a  reasonable  as  well  as  a  usual  time. 

7.  It  was  not  a  mere  naked  trust  in  the  plaintiff;  being  himself 
a  creditor,  be  had  a  right  to  take  the  property  in  security  for 
himself  and  others.  And  if  the  other  creditors  choose  not  to 
become  parties,  they  should  have  garnished  the  assignee,  so  as  to 
have  charged  the  surplus,  and  not  have  attached  the  property. 
Hastings  v.  Baldwin,  17  Mass.,  557. 

8.  The  clause  authorizing  the  assignee  to  pay  the  surplus  to  the 
assignors  is  not  fraudulent,  but  rebuts  the  presumption  of  fraud  It 
shows  an  honest  intent.  It  directs  the  assignee  to  do  only  what  the 
law  would  have  required  him  to  do  if  the  clause  had  been  omitted. 

The  law  would  have  raised  a  resulting  trust  in  favor  of  the 
assignor,  so  as  to  charge  any  surplus  remaining  m  his  hands  after 
having  executed  his  trust.  Because  the  parties  agree  to  do  what 
the  law  would  require  or  compel  them  to  do,  it  would  be  strange 
if  this  would  condemn  them  for  fraud.  Halsey  v.  Fairbanks, 
Oliver's  Con.,  and  4  Mason  E.,  before  cited,  and  the  authorities 
there  referred  to  by  Story,  J. 

9.  No  judicial  decisions  have  been  found  to  sustain  the  objec- 
tions to  this  deed. 

The  following  may  be  noticed  as  at  first  view  having  such  a 
tendency. 

The  deed  of  assignment  in  this  case  directed  the  application  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  assigned  property,  and  part  of  it  to  pay  cer- 
tain creditors,  "  Provided,  that  none  of  said  creditors  shall  be 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  assignment,  excepting  such  as  shall, 
within  ninety  days,  signify  their  assent  to  it,  and  release  the  parties 
of  the  first  part  (the  assignors),  by  signing  and  sealing  these  pres- 
ents;" Held^  that  this  compulsory  clause  rendered  the  assignment 
void  as  to  other  creditors.  Atkinson  v.  Jordan  et  al,  6  Ohio,  293. 

The  assignment  in  this  case  made  a  provision  for  a  class  of  cred- 
itors called  No.  2,  provided  they  "  should  discharge  in  full  their 
respective  claims  and  demands  against  the  assignors."  For  this 
compulsory  clause  the  Court  declared  it  fraudulent.  Grrover  v. 
Wakeman,  11  Wend.,  187. 

This  assignment  contained  a  similar  coercive  clause ;  and  the 
Chancellor  set  it  aside  so  far  as  the  trusts  had  not  been  executed 
by  an  appropriation  of  the  proceeds  under  the  assignment.  Ames 
V.  Blunt,  5  Paige,  13. 

These  decisions,  and  those  referi'ed  to  in  these  cases,  are  all  that 
are  collected  on  this  subject,  though  there  are  many  cases  the 
other  way,  even  on  this  point. 

Vol."  II.  6 
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But  these  three  cases  are  different  from  the  case  at  bar,  as  the 
creditors  of  Johnson  &  Pierce  release  nothing,  and  are  required 
to  give  up  nothing,  but  merely  to  receive  their  money  so  far  as 
there  is  property  to  pay  them,  by  this  voluntary  provision,  and  are 
at  the  same  time  still  left  to  pursue  their  legal  remedies  unrestrained. 

The  delivery  of  the  property  in  the  assignment  to  the  assignee 
was  sufficient.  All  that  the  law  requires  to  transfer  the  property 
is  to  give  the  vendee  dominion  over  it.  Wilus  et  al.  v.  Ferris, 
5  Johns.,  344 ;  Shumway  v.  Rutter,  8  Pick.,  44 ;  2  Kent's  Com. 

S.  T.  Logan  and  C.  Walker,  for  the  defendants  in  error, 
contended, 

1st.  Where  a  contract  is  in  writing,  parol  evidence  is  not  admis- 
sible to  prove  the  same. 

2d.  There  was  no  evidence  to  prove  the  execution  of  the  deed 
offered  in  evidence. 

3d.  Said  deed  is  void  because  possession  did  not  accompany  it. 

4th.  It  is  void  because  it  provides  only  for  such  creditors  as 
shall  sign  it  in  sixty  days. 

5th.  Because  it  provides  that  the  proceeds  shall  be  paid  to 
Pierce  &  Johnson  before  McCracken  &  Struthers  have  their  debt 
discharged. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 
This  was  an  action  of  trespass  de  bonis  asportatis.  Declaration  in 
the  usual  form,  and  plea  of  justification.  Two  grounds  are 
assigned  for  error.  1.  The  Court  erred  in  excluding  so  much  of 
the  evidence  as  related  to  the  sale  of  the  property  mentioned  in 
the  declaration.  2.  That  it  also  erred  in  refusing  to  admit  the 
deed  of  assignment  offered  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff's.  From 
the  bill  of  exceptions  it  appears  that  only  so  much  of  the  evidence 
as  related  to  the  sale  of  the  property  named  in  the  declaration  as 
was  contained  in  the  written  assignment  described  by  the  witness, 
was  excluded,  and  therefore  the  parol  evidence  of  the  sale,  of 
which  there  existed  written  evidence  in  the  possession  of  the 
party,  which  could  be  produced,  was  properly  rejected.  On  the 
second  point,  although  it  does  not  appear  upon  what  ground 
the  Circuit  Court  refused  to  admit  the  deed  of  assignment  in  evi- 
dence, yet  it  is  manifestly  proper  to  consider  that  it  could  not  have 
been  upon  the  technical  ground  of  want  of  proof  of  the  due  exe- 
cution of  the  instrument ;  for,  if  that  had  been  the  reason,  it  would, 
we  think,  have  been  so  expressed  in  the  bill  of  exceptions.(a) 
The  ground  doubtless  was  that  of  the  assignment's  being  fraudu- 
lent ^er  se. 

From  an  examination  of  the  deed  of  assignment  we  can  see  no 
ground  upon  which  this  opinion  can  be  sustained.  The  deed 
conveyed  the  property  upon  trust,  and  declared  that  the  assignee 

(fl)  But  see  Fail  v.  Goodlittle,  Breese  E.,  157. 
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sliould  take  immediate  possession  of  it,  and  sell  it  at  public  or  pri- 
vate sale,  and  appropriate  the  proceeds, — 1.  To  pay  the  costs  of 
the  assignment  and  expenses  of  the  trust  incurred  in  its  execu- 
tion. 2.  To  pay  certain  creditors  named  the  full  amount  of  their 
respective  claims  if  they  should  execute  the  deed  in  sixty  days. 
8.  To  pay  to  other  creditors  who  should  execute  the  deed  within 
sixty  days  their  respective  debts,  or  ratable  proportions  thereof, 
if  proceeds  should  be  insufficient  to  pay  the  whole.  4.  If  any- 
thing remain,  to  pay  it  over  to  the  assignors.  It  also  contains  a 
grant  of  full  power  to  Cross,  and  covenants  by  Cross,  the  trustee, 
to  execute  the  trusts  contained  in  the  deed.  A  schedule  of  the 
several  creditors  of  the  assignors,  with  the  debts  respectively  due 
them,  is  referred  to  and  made  a  part  of  the  deed.  The  deed  is 
duly  executed  by  the  assignors,  by  Cross,  the  trustee,  and  by 
many  of  the  creditors,  of  whom  Cross  is  one.  A  memorandum  is 
attached  to  the  deed  reciting  that  the  claims  of  three  creditors  are 
not  inserted,  because  the  debts  due  by  the  assignors  to  them  are 
secured  by  mortgages  on  real  estate.  This  is  not  the  case  of  an 
assignment  which  is  to  depend  on  unjust  conditions.  It  is  posi- 
tive and  absolute;  and  no  unjust  terms  are  coupled  with  it  to 
coerce  the  acceptance  of  it  by  the  creditors  of  the  assignors.  They 
are  not  required  to  accept  the  property,  nor  is  the  payment  of  its 
avails  to  be  made  to  them  on  the  condition  of  their  executing  an 
absolute  release  of  their  respective  claims  against  the  debtors. 
The  acceptance  on  their  part  is  to  be  purely  voluntary,  and  they 
are  left  free  to  pursue  whatever  remedy  they  may  elect  to  compel 
the  payment  of  the  residue  of  their  claims,  in  case  the  avails  of 
the  assigned  property  should  prove  inadequate  to  the  liquidation 
of  the  whole  debts. 

In  the  case  of  Clark  et  al.  v.  White,  (1)  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  say  :  "  The  debtor  may  prefer  one  creditor,  pay 
him  fully,  and  exhaust  his  whole  property,  leaving  nothing  for 
others  equally  meritorious.  Yet  their  case  is  not  remedial ;  and 
why  may  not  debts  be  partially  paid  in  unequal  amounts  ?  If  those 
who  get  partial  payments  are  willing  to  give  releases,  it  is  their  own 
matter,  and  should  a  third  person  interfere,  debtor  and  creditor 
would  well  say  to  him,  you  are  a  stranger,  and  must  stand  aside." 
Such  seems  to  be  the  acknowledged  rule  of  the  present  day  in  the 
Courts  in  England,  and  most  of  the  United  States,  and  is  too  well 
settled  to  be  now  disturbed.  The  rule,  where  bankrupt  laws  pre- 
vail, may  necessarily  be  different,  but  not  so  with  us. 

The  provision  in  the  deed  requiring  the  payment  over  of  any 
surplus,  should  there  be  such,  to  the  assignors,  was  not  an  improper 
condition.  It  was  but  the  declaration  of  a  resulting  trust,  which 
the   law  would  raise  had   it   not  been  inserted.      Nor  can    the 

(1)  12  Peters,  178. 
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exclusion  of  the  mortgage  creditors,  named  in  the  memorandum? 
alter  the  principle.  Indeed,  thej  might  justly  be  considered  as 
already  secured.(a) 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed  with 
costs,  and  the  cause  be  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  further 
proceedings. 

Judgment  reversed. 

[a)  Howell  v.  Edgar,  3  Scam  R.,  417  ;  Finlay  v.  Dickerson,  29  111.  E.,  22,  aud  cases 
cited. 


Geoege  T.  Puekett  and  William  H.  Geaves,  plaint- 
iffs in  error,  v.  John  Geegoey,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Morgan. 

In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note  by  the  payee  against  the  makers,  the  defendants 
pleaded  that  the  plaintiff  sold  to  them  all  the  interest  and  right  of  the  plaintilf  in  the 
Illinois  Land  Association,  and  the  dividends  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  from 
the  association,  for  the  sale  of  choice  of  lands  in  said  association  ;  and  that  the  plaintiff 
covenanted  and  agreed  with  the  defendants  to  convey  said  lands  to  the  defendants,  and 
to  pay  to  the  association,  at  the  date  of  the  sale,  the  amount  bid  by  said  plaintiff  for 
choice  of  lands  in  the  association,  and  that  the  said  defendants  should  receive  the  divi- 
dend which  said  plaintiff  was  entitled  to,  arising  out  of  the  payment  of  choice  money 
as  aforesaid.  In  consideration  of  which  the  defendants  executed  the  note  upon  which 
the  action  was  brought.  They  also  averred  that  the  choice  money  which  they  were  to 
receive  amounted  to  $1S3,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  pay  the  amount  bid  by 
him  for  choice  of  lands,  in  consequence  of  which  the  defendants  had  not  received  the 
dividend :     Held,  that  the  plea  was  good  as  a  plea  of  partial  failure  of  consideration. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  by  petition  and  summons,  in  the 
Morgan  Circuit  Court,  upon  a  promissory  note.  The  cause  was 
tried  at  the  March  term,  1838,  before  the  Hon.  Jesse  B.  Thomas. 
The  plea  mentioned  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is  as  follows: 

"And  the  said  defendants  come  and  defend,  &c.,  and  say  that 
as  to  one  hundred  and  sixty-three  dollars,  part  of  the  debt  in  the 
petition  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  actionem  non  ;  because  they  say 
that  on  the  23d  day  of  August,  1836,  the  plaintiff  sold  to  these 
defendants  certain  parcels  of  land  situated  in  Illinois,  being  all  the 
right  and  interest  of  said  plaintiff  in  the  Illinois  Land  Association, 
and  also  sold  the  defendants  the  dividends  which  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  from  the  said  association  from  the  sale  of  choice  lands 
in  said  association ;  and  the  plaintiff  covenanted  and  agreed  with 
defendants  to  convey  said  lands  to  defendants,  and  to  pay  to  the 
association  presently,  to  wit,  at  the  date  aforesaid,  the  amount 
bid  by  said  plaintiff  for  choice  of  lands  in  said  association,  and 
that  said  defendants  should  receive  the  dividend  which  said  plaint- 
iff was  entitled  to,  arising  out  of  the  payment  of  choice  money  as 
aforesaid.     In  consideration  of  which  sale  and  agreements  on  the 
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part  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendants  executed  the  note  in  the  peti- 
tion mentioned,  and  the  defendants  aver  that  the  choice  money,  to 
which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  from  the  association  aforesaid, 
and  which  th  esaid  plaintiff' covenanted  that  these  defendants  should 
receive,  amounted  to  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  sixty.-three 
dollars.  And  they  further  aver  that  the  said  plaintiff"  hath  not  paid 
the  amount  bid  by  him  for  choice  of  lands  in  said  association,  in 
consequence  of  which  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  pay  said  associa- 
tion the  amount  bid  as  aforesaid  the  defendants  have  not  received 
the  dividend  due  said  plaintiff",  as  said  plaintiff'  covenanted  that 
said  defendants  should  receive.  Wherefore  the  defendants  say 
that  the  consideration,  for  which  said  note  in  the  petition  men- 
tioned was  given,  hath  failed  to  the  extent  of  one  hundred  and 
sixty-three  dollars  as  aforesaid,  all  which  they  are  ready  to  verify, 
&;c.     Wherefore,  &c." 

Wm.  Thomas,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

MiEON  Leslie,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

It  is  not  important  to  examine  but  one  of  the  grounds  assigned 
for  error  in  this  cause.  That  is,  the  decision  of  the  Court  on  the 
demurrer  to  the  third  amended  plea. 

This  plea  contained  facts,  which,  if  proven,  would  form,  in  our 
opinion,  a  clear  failure  of  a  part  of  the  consideration  on  which  the 
note  must  have  been  based.  It  certainly  must  have  been  one  of  the 
inducements  to  the  making  of  the  note,  that  the  makers  should  be 
entitled  to  and  receive  these  proportions  of  the  dividends  from  the 
association  on  the  sale  of  the  lands.  If  the  plaintiff  below  agreed 
to  pay  the  amount  bid  for  the  choice  of  lands,  and  it  was  a  condi- 
tion that  he  should,  by  the  rules  of  the  association  and  of  the  sales 
of  the  lands,  pay  the  amount  bid  before  he  could  be  entitled  to  a 
dividend  from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  from  the  company ;  then,  if, 
by  such  refusal  or  neglect  to  pay,  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendants 
were  prevented  from  receiving  their  proportion  thereof,  the  terms 
upon  which  the  contract  was  made  were  not  complied  with  to  the 
extent  of  the  dividends  he  would  otherwise  have  been  entitled  to 
receive,  which  would  be  a  matter  of  proof  on  the  trial.  We  are 
of  opinion  the  plea  was  substantially  good,  and  that  the  Circuit 
Court  ought  to  have  overruled  the  demurrer  to  it.  The  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cause  is 
remanded  with  instructions  to  the  Circuit  Court  to  proceed  in  the 
cause  in  conformit;^  to  this  opinion. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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John    Leggett,     appellant,     v.     Charles     Chrisman, 

apj)ellee. 

Appeal  from  Morgan. 

One  of  several  defendants  may  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  a  justice   of  the   peace, 
though  the  other  defendants  refuse  to  join  in  the  appeal. 

The  appeal  in  the  Court  below  was  dismissed  at  the  March 
term,  1839,  bj  the  Hon.  Stephen  T.  Logan. 

Wm.  Brown,  for  the  appellant. 

J.  Lamborn",  for  the  appellee. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  a  suit  originally  brought  before  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  Morgan  county,  by  Charles  Chrisman  against  John  Leggett, 
who  was  impleaded  with  Francis  A.  Landram  and  James  Tucker. 
Leggett,  the  appellant,  pleaded  non  est  factum.  Judgment  was 
rendered  by  the  justice  of  the  peace  against  all  the  defendants. 
Leggett  appealed  from  the  judgment  of  the  justice  of  the  peace  to 
the  Circuit  Court  of  Morgan  county.  The  two  other  defendants 
refused  to  join  in  the  appeal.  In  the  Circuit  Court  the  appellee 
moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal  because  the  other  defendants  had  not 
joined  in  the  appeal,  which  motion  was  sustained  by  the  Court,  and 
the  suit  dismissed  accordingly.  On  a  judgment  against  several 
parties,  the  writ  of  error  must  be  brought  in  all  their  names,  pro- 
vided they  are  all  living  and  aggrieved  by  the  judgment ;  for  other 
wise  this  inconvenience  would  ensue,  that  every  defendant  might 
bring  a  writ  of  error  by  himself,  and  by  that  means  delay  the 
plaintiff  from  his  execution  for  a  long  time,  and  from  having  any 
l3enefit  of  his  judgment,  though  it  be  affirmed  once  or  oftener ;  and 
if  the  writ  of  error  in  such  a  case  be  brought  by  one  or  more  of 
the  defendants  it  may  be  quashed,  or  the  Court  will  give  the 
plaintiff  leave  to  take  out  an  execution.(l) 

If  a  writ  of  error  be  brought  in  the  names  of  the  several  parties, 
and  any  one  or  more  refuse  to  appeal  and  assign  error,  they  must 
be  summoned  and  severed,  after  which  the  writ  of  error  may  be 
proceeded  in  by  the  rest  alone.  These  reasons  do  not  apply  to  a 
court  of  a  justice  of  the  peace.(a)  No  writ  of  error  lies  to  that 
court;  the  party  is  bound  to  appeal  his  suit  in  twenty  days,  or  he 
is  precluded.  This  practice  is  not  productive  of  a  delay.  The 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Morgan  county  is  reversed  with 
costs,  and  the  cause  remanded  to  be  tried  upon  its  merits. 

tfudgmenl  reversed. 

(1)  2  Tidd's  Pract.,  1190;  Viner's  Abridgt.,  57-91 ;  Cro.  Eliz.,  115;  Story's  Plead.,  370. 
a)  Mitcheltree  v.  Sparks,  I  Scam.  R.,  198,  and  notes. 
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William  P.  BiiVATi  and  TiMOTirv  M.  Bryat^,  plaintiffs  in 
error,  v.  George  Smith  and  David  Smith,  defendants 
in  error. 

Error  to  Madison. 

Parol  proof  ia  inadmissable,  in  an  aotion  of  account,  to  show  tiiat  the  defendants  admitted 
that  the  phiintifts  were  tenants,  in  common  with  them,  of  the  premises  for  an  account 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  wliich  tlio  action  was  brou^lit,  wliile  written  evidence 
existed,  which  it  was  in  the  power  of  the  plaintitis  to  produce. 

In  the  Courts  of  Illinois  the  clerk  enters  the  judgment  on  his  records,  when  rendered, 
and  costs  are  awarded  without  any  specification  of  the  amount.  He  subsequently 
makes  up  his  costs  without  any  taxation  by  the  Court,  and  inserts  them  in  the  writ  of 
fieri  facins.  Whenever  a  second  or  n/ias  writ  issues,  the  costs  attendant  on  the  lirst 
writ  are  included  witli  the  additional  costs  in  the  second  writ,  and  those  of  an  alias,  in 
like  manner,  in  a  pluries,  if  it  issue  ;  hence,  the  alias  and  plu.rics  cannot  correspond 
with  the  original  writ  oi  fieri  facias,  and  a  variance  between  them,  in  the  amount  of 
costs,  is  not  material. 

This  was  an  action  of  account  brought  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Madison  county,  to  obtain  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  of 
a  certain  mill  and  tract  of  land  in  Madison  county,  of  which  the 
plaintiffs  claimed  to  be  tenants  in  common  with  the  defendants. 
The  defendants  pleaded  that  they  were  not  bailiffs  of  the  plaintiffs, 
and  that  they  were  not  tenants  in  common  with  the  plaintiffs. 
Issue  was  taken  on  t'hese  pleas. 

The  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  June  term, 
1834,  before  the  Hon.  Theophilus  W.  Smith.  Judgment  was 
rendered  for  the  defendants.  The  plaintiffs  brought  the  cause  to 
this  Court  by  writ  of  error.  On  the  trial  in  the  Court  below  the 
plaintiffs  offered  to  prove,  by  a  witness,  that  the  defendants  had, 
before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  admitted  that  they  held 
the  premises  in  question  as  tenants  in  common  with  the  plaintiffs ; 
to  which  the  defendants  objected,  and  the  Court  sustained  the 
objection,  and  the  plaintiffs  excepted. 

The  plaintiffs  then  read  in  evidence  a  judgment  rendered  in  the 
Madison  Circuit  Court  in  favor  of  Schlater,  Bryan,  and  Bryan 
against  Robert  Collet,  for  $5,678.95  damages,  and  costs  of  suit. 
They  then  offered  in  evidence  Si  writ  of  fieri  facias  issued  from 
said  Court,  for  $5,678.95  damages,  with  interest  from  the  date  of 
the  judgment  (May  30th,  1820),  and  S14.80|  costs,  in  favor  of 
Schlater,  Bryan,  and  Bryan  against  Collet,  dated  June  Cth,  1825. 
On  the  back  of  said  execution  was  indorsed  a  credit  of  $500. 
This  writ  was  levied  by  the  sheriff  of  Madison  county,  on  the 
"  undivided  half  part  of  the  east  half  of  section  17  in  township  5, 
range  9  west,  situated  in  the  county  of  Madison, — which  land 
was  appraised  and  exposed  to  sale  on  the  7th  July,  1825,  at  which 
time  Guy  Morrison,  as  agent  for  the  plaintifiis  in  the  execution, 
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became  the  highest  and  best  bidder  for  said  property,  which  was 
stricken  off  for  the  sura  of  $l,666.66f  to  said  agent,  Morrison." 
To  its  admission  the  defendants  objected,  and  the  Court  sustained 
the  objection.  The  plaintiffs  excepted.  The  plaintiffs  then  read 
in  evidence  a  writ  of  fieri  fiicias  issued  on  the  8th  day  of  July, 
1820,  precisely  like  the  former,  except  that  the  amount  of  costs 
were  stated  at  $10.88.  This  writ  was  levied  on  the  equal  undi- 
vided half  of  i^BT^W  acres  of  land,  being  the  mills,  distillery  and 
town  plot,  &c.,  "  being  in  township  5  north,  range  9  west  of  the 
third  principal  meridian,"  which  was  appraised  as  the  law  required, 
but  "  two-thirds  of  the  valuation  not  being  bid,  the  premises  were 
not  sold."  The  plaintiffs  then  again  offered  in  evidence  the  writ 
o^  fieri  facias  which  had  been  rejected.  The  defendant  objected, 
and  the  Court  excluded  the  execution.  To  this  decision  the 
plaintiffs  excepted.  The  plaintiffs  then  offered  in  evidence,  from 
the  Records  of  Madison  county,  the  record  of  a  deed  from  the 
sheriff  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  said  executions,  of  the  premises  sold 
on  the  execution  first  recited,  dated  April  19th,  1827,  which  was 
objected  to  by  the  defendants,  and  rejected  by  the  Court,  The 
plaintiffs  excepted. 

James  Semple  and  S.  Breese,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Jesse  B.  Thomas,  D.  Prickett,  and  S.  T.  Logan,  for  the 
defendants  in  error,  contended  that  there  was  no  error  in  rejecting 
the  evidence  of  admissions  of  defendants  that  they  held  as  tenants 
in  common.  The  question  of  title  to  the  premises  was  put  in 
issue.  Title  is  matter  of  record,  to  be  proved  by  patent  and 
deeds  of  conveyance,  and  not  by  parol. 

The  Court  did  not  err  in  rejecting  the  executions  offered  in 
evidence.  The  plaintiffs  could  not  derive  title  to  land  under  those 
executions,  unless  they  issued  on  a  judgment;  and  it  does  not 
appear,  from  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that  the  judgment  given  in 
evidence  was  of  record  in  the  same  Court  from  which  the  execu- 
tions issued,  nor  does  it  appear  at  what  time  said  judgment  was 
rendered,  and  so  it  is  uncertain  whether  the  executions  were  issued 
at  a  time  when  by  law  they  could  have  been  issued. 

And  again  it  does  not  appear  that  the  defendant  in  the  execu- 
tions had  any  title  to  the  land  sold  under  execution.  The  plaintiffs, 
therefore,  could  derive  no  title  under  said  executions,  and  they 
were  irrelevant,  and  proved  nothing  in  the  cause. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
Two  points  are  assigned  for  error  in  this  case,  which  appear  in 
the  bill  of  exceptions.  The  first  relates  to  the  exclusion  of  parol 
evidence  to  show  the  admission  by  defendants.  Smiths,  of  the 
Bryants  being  tenants  in  common  in  the  lands  for  which  they  ask 
them  to  account  for  the  rents  and  profits.     On  this  point  we  have 
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no  doubt  the  Circuit  Court  decided  correctly.  It  was  inadmissi- 
ble for  the  j)laintiirs  to  show  title  to  the  lands,  by  parol  admissions, 
while  paper  title  existed,  upon  the  acknowledged  principle  that 
there  was  higher,  better,  and  more  certain  testimony  resting  in 
record  evidence  of  their  title,  which  was  within  their  power  to 
produce,  the  production  of  which  would  subject  them  to  no  pos- 
sible inconvenience,  if  they  were  tenants  in  common,  of  the  lands 
stated  in  the  declaration. ((/) 

On  the  second  point,  of  the  rejection  of  the  alias  fieri  facias 
under  which  the  plaintiffs  derived  their  title  "by  plirchase,  at  the 
sheriff's  sale,  it  is  admitted  that  if  the  strict  regular  rules  of  the 
English  and  many  American  authorities  in  some  of  the  State 
courts  are  to  prevail  with  us,  there  would,  in  the  rejection  of  the 
executions  offered  in  evidence,  be  no  departure  from  those  rules 
as  adopted  by  them  ;  and  that  alias  executions  not  corresponding 
in  the  amount  of  the  costs,  with  the  first  or  original  writ  oi  fieri 
facias,  should  be  rejected  on  the  ground  of  variance.  In  courts 
where  a  regular  judgment  roll  is  made  up,  containing  the  amount 
of  the  whole  judgment  with  the  costs,  there  is  much  reason  that 
this  correspondence  should  be  observed  ;  and  the  more  so  as  no 
execution  can  embrace  any  subsequent  costs  made  beyond  the 
amount  for  which  judgment  is  given  in  numero.  But  our  prac- 
tice has  uniformly,  in  all  our  courts,  been  different. 

In  the  first  place  the  clerk  enters  the  judgment  on  his  records, 
when  rendered ;  and  costs  are  awarded  without  any  specification 
of  the  amount.  He  subsequently  makes  up  his  costs  without  any 
taxation  by  the  court,  and  inserts  them  in  the  writ  o^  fieri  facias. 
Whenever  a  second  or  alias  writ  issues,  the  costs  attendant  on  the 
first  writ  are  included  with  the  additional  costs  in  the  second,  and 
those  of  the  alias  in  like  manner,  in  a  j^^uries,  if  it  issue ;  hence, 
the  alias  and  pliLvies  cannot  correspond  with  the  original  writ  of 
fieri  facias  ;  and  therefore  it  would  be  unjust  to  require  the  exact 
correspondence  in  those  writs  which  is  exacted  in  courts  which  do 
not  allow  the  subsequent  costs,  and  where  the  adherence  to  the 
judgment  roll,  in  respect  to  costs,  is  considered  as  essential  to  the 
regularity  of  the  proceedings  on  the  execution  of  the  judgment. 
We  presume  that  it  was  the  discrepancy  between  the  executions  in 
the  amount  of  costs  which  induced  the  Circuit  Court  to  reject  the 
alias  writ  of  fieri  facias^  and  which,  on  more  mature  reflection,  we 
presume  it  would  not  have  considered  as  a  serious  objection  to 
its  reception  in  evidence.(Z))  If  the  rigid  rules  to  which  we  have 
alluded  were  adopted  in  our  courts,  it  would  be  most  manifest 
that  the  titles  to  real  estate  purchased  under  execution  at  sheriff's 
sales  might  be  most  seriously  affected  in  nutnerous  cases,  if  not 
entirely  destroyetl.     Hence  it  becomes  a  question  of  grave  import 

(a)  Mason  v.  Park,  3  Scam.  R.,  53:J,  post,  G5.        [b)  Whit©  y.  Morrison,  11  111.  li.,  360. 

Vol.  n.  1 
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whether  the  present  practice,  although  it  may  not  be  entirely  free 
from  objection,  from  its  looseness,  had  not  better  continue  to  be 
sanctioned,  than  to  innovate  on  it,  by  which  such  serious  conse- 
quences might  ensue.  We  think  so ;  and  therefore  reverse 
the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  with  costs,  and  remand  the 
cause  with  directions  to  the  Circuit  Court  to  award  a  venire  de 

710V0. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.  Variance:  See  Slocumb  ■».  Kuykendall,  1  Scam.,  187;  Felt  ??.  Williams,  Idem, 
206  ;  Leidig  v.  Ricwsou,  Idem  ;  Hall  v.  Blaisdell  et  al.,  Idem  ;  Peyton  ei  al.  v.  Tappan, 
Idem;  Liinn  V.  Buckingham  etal.,  Ide7n ;  Uliss  et  al.  v.  FeTryman,  Idem  ;  HoUenbackv. 
Williams  et  al.,  Idem, ;  Brooks  et  al.  v.  Jacksonville,  Idem. 


Henry  Meeeiweather,  appellant,  v.  Charles  Gtregory, 

appellee. 

Appeal  from  Greene. 

In  an  action  of  debt,  ■where  the  plea  of  nil  debet  was  filed  together  with  two  special 
pleas,  and  upon  the  sustaining  of  the  demurrer  to  the  special  pleas,  judgment  was 
given  for  the  plaintiff,  without  noticing  the  plea  of  nil  debet :  Held,  that  the  judgment 
was  erroneous,  and  should  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded,  with  directions  to  the 
plaintiff  to  take  issue  upon  said  plea. 

To  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  by  the  assignee,  against  the  maker,  the  defendant 
pleaded  two  special  pleas  in  bar:  1.  That  the  note  was  given  in  consideration  of  a 
pretended  sale  of  a  tract  of  land  to  the  defendant,  by  the  payee  of  the  note,  who 
alleyed  at  the  time  the  note  was  given  that  he  was  the  rightful  owner  of  the  said  land, 
and liad  a  clear  and  perfect  title  to  the  same,  whereas,  in  fact,  said  payee  had  no  title 
to  said  land  or  right  to  sell  it ;  and  that  the  assignee  had  notice  of  these  facts  at  the 
time  the  note  was  transferred  to  him. 

2.  That  the  said  note  was  executed  under  the  following  circumstances.  The  payee  of 
said  note  represented  to  the  defendant  that  he  and  one  Smith  jointly  owned  a  steam 
mill  and  three  acres  of  land  on  which  said  mill  was  erected,  and  that  a  good  and  per- 
fect title  in  fee  simple  to  said  property  was  vested  in  said  Smith,  and  that  they  had  full 
power  and  authority  to  sell  and  convey  the  same,  and  that  if  the  defendant  would  exe- 
cute the  said  note  the  payee  would  cause  a  good  and  perfect  title  to  said  property  to  he 
vested  in  the  defendant  upon  his  executing  the  note  ;  and  that  relying  upon  said  prom- 
ises and  representations,  and  in  consideration  thereof,  he  made  said  note.  That  said 
payee  did  not  cause  said  title  to  be  made  to  the  defendant,  nor  did  he  and  Smith  jointly 
own  said  mill  and  lands,  nor  had  they  good  right  and  authority  to  sell  and  convey  the 
same,  nor  had  said  Smith  any  title  to  said  property ;  and  the  plaintiff  well  knew  said 
note  was  executed  for  the  consideration  aforesaid  at  the  time  said  note  was  assigned  to 
him  :  Held,  that  these  pleas  were  bad,  because,  from  them,  it  was  uncertain  whether 
the  land  was  or  was  not  conveyed  to  the  defendant ;  and  that  the  pleas  were  double. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  by  petition  and  summons.  The 
two  special  pleas  filed  by  the  defendant  in  the  Court  below  were 
as  follows : 

"  And  the  said  defendant  comes  and  defends  the  wrong  and 
injury,  when,  &c.,  and  for  further  plea  in  this  behalf  says,  that 
plaintiff  his   action    aforesaid  to    have  and  maintain  ought  not, 
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because,  he  says,  that  said  note  in  plaintiff's  petition  mentioned 

was  given  for  and  in  consideniLion  of  a  pretended  sale  made  by 

one  Edward  D.  Baker,  the  payee  of  said  note,  to  defendant  for 

acres  of  land,  situated  in  Greene  county,  on  which  was 

built  and  erected  a  steam  mill,  and  being  part  of 

he  the  said  Baker  then  and  there  alleging  that  he  was  the  rightful 
owner  of  the  lot  of  land  afoj-esaid,  and  tliat  he  had  good  right  and 
authority  to  sell  and  convey  the  same  to  defendant,  and  that  he  had 
a  clear  and  perfect  title  to  the  same ;  whereas,  in  truth  and  fact, 
defendant  alleges  that  said  Baker  at  the  time  of  the  making  the  note 
aforesaid,  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  false  representa- 
tions, was  not  the  rightful  owner  of  said  tract  of  land,  nor  had  he 
good  right  or  authority  to  sell  and  convey  said  lot  of  land,  nor  had 
he  a  clear  and  perfect  title  to  the  same,  nor  had  the  said  Baker  any 
title  whatever  to  said  tract  of  land. 

"And  defendant  avers  that  said  note  was  given  for  the  consider- 
ation aforesaid,  and  for  no  other  whatever. 

"And  said  defendant  avers  that  said  plaintiff,  Gregory,  at  the  time 
of  the  assignment  of  said  note  by  said  Baker  to  him,  wdl  knew 
that  said  note  was  executed  in  consideration  of  said  pretended 
sale,  and  that  said  Baker  had  no  title  whatever  to  said  land  ; 
wherefore  defendant  says  that  the  consideration  of  said  note  has 
wholly  failed ;  all  which  he  is  ready  to  verif)^,  wherefore  he  prays 
judgment,  &c. 

"HAEDIN,  ^fZ." 

"And  for  further  plea  in  this  behalf,  defendant  says  plaintiff 
actio,  non,  because  he  says  that  the  note  in  plaintiff's  petition  men- 
tioned was  executed  under  the  following  circumstances: 

"  The  said  Baker,  the  payee  of  the  note  aforesiiid,  represented  to 
this  defendant  that  he  and  one  Samuel  Smith  jointly  owned  a 
steam  mill  and  three  acres  of  land  on  which  said  mill  was  erected 
in  Greene  County,  Illinois ;  that  a  good  and  perfect  title  in  fee 
simple  to  said  mill  property  was  vested  in  the  said  Samuel  Smith, 
that  they  had  good  right  and  authority  to  sell  and  convey  the  same, 
and  that  if  he,  Mernweather,  would  execute  the  note  aforesaid  to 
said  Baker,  he,  the  said  Baker,  would  cause  a  good  and  perfect 
title  to  said  mill  property  to  be  vested  in  the  said  defendant,  at  and 
upon  the  making  of  tue  note  aforesaid  ;  and  the  said  defendant 
avers,  that,  relying  on  the  said  representations  of  the  said  Baker, 
he  made  and  executed  the  note  aforesaid,  for  and  in  consideration 
of  his  said  promise  and  undertaking,  to  have  made  to  said  defend- 
ant a  good  and  perfect  title  for  said  land  and  for  no  other  consid- 
eration whatever.  Yet,  said  defendant  further  avers  that  said 
Baker,  not  regarding  his  said  promise  and  undertaking,  did  not  at 
and  upon  the  making  of  the  note  aforesaid,  or  at  any  time,  cause 
a  good  and  perfect  title  to  said  steam  mill  and  the  three  acres 
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of  land  on  which  the  same  is  erected  to  be  made  to  the  said 
defendant,  nor  had  the  said  Smith  a  fee  simple  title  to  the  same, 
nor  did  the  said  Smith  and  Baker  jointly  own  said  mill  and  three 
acres,  nor  had  they  good  right  and  authority  to  sell  and  convey  the 
same.  But  in  fact  and  truth  the  said  Smith  had  no  title  whatever 
to  said  mill  and  three  acres  of  land ;  and  said  defendant  avers  that 
plaintiff  well  knew  that  said  note  was  made  and  executed  by  defend- 
ant to  Baker  for  the  consideration  aforesaid,  at  the  time  said  note 
was  assigned  to  him  by  said  Baker ;  wherefore  he  says,  that  the  con- 
sideration of  said  note  has  wholly  failed;  all  which  he  is  ready  to 
verify,  wherefore  he  prays  judgment,  &c..         "  HARDIN,  ^c?." 

The  other  facts  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

The  cause  was  heard  at  the  August  term,  1839,  of  the  Greene 
Circuit  Court,  before  the  Hon.  William  Thomas.  Judgment  was 
rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for  $466.62^  debt,  and  costs  of  suit. 
Merriweather  appealed  to  this  Court. 

J.  J.  Hardin,  for  the  appellant. 

S,  T.  Logan,  for  the  appellee,  contended,  1.  That  the  plea  of 
general  issue  was  waived  by  the  judgment  by  nil  elicit.  This  is 
not  like  a  judgment  of  default.  The  judgment  by  default  is  in  the 
absence  of  the  party,  but  here  he  was  present ;  his  special  pleas 
were  disposed  of  on  demurrer,  and  then  he  said  nothing  further  by 
this,  not  insisting  on  his  plea ;  he  virtually  waived  it. 

2.  The  first  special  plea  is  bad,  because,  although  it  alleges  a 
representation  as  to  the  title  of  the  land  sold,  it  does  not  allege  any 
fraud,  but  is  not  inconsistent  with  a  mistake  of  the  vendor  as  to 
his  title.  Snyder  v.  Laframboise,  Breese,  268. 

3.  The  second  special  plea  is  bad,  among  other  reasons,  because 
the  note  was  assigned  before  it  became  due,  and  the  notice  to 
the  assignee  is  of  the  consideration  only,  viz. :  what  the  consid- 
eration was,  and  not  that  he  had  notice  of  the  failure  of 
consideration. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
This  was  an  action  of  debt  brought  by  Gregory  against  Merri- 
weather, on  an  assigned  promissory  note  —  the  note  having  been 
assigned  before  it  became  due.  The  defendant  pleaded  nil  debet 
on  two  special  pleas.  The  plaintiff  below  demurred  in  short,  by 
consent,  to  the  special  pleas.  The  Court  below  sustained  the 
demurrer,  and  without  noticing  the  plea  of  nil  debet,  except  that  the 
record  states  "  that  the  defendant  not  further  answering,"  gave 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff  below.  The  assignment  of  errors 
questions  the  correctness  of  rendering  judgment  on  the  demurrer, 
while  the  plea  of  nil  debet  was  undisposed  of,  —  and  also  alleges 
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that  the  Court  erred  in  overruling  the  special  pleas.  The  special 
plea  was  clearly  bad.  It  is  entirely  uncertain  whether  the  land 
mentioned  in  these  pleas  was  or  was  not  conveyed  to  the  defend- 
ant. The  special  pleas  are  also  double.  The  Court  consequently 
decided  correctly  in  overruling  them.  It  was  however  error  to 
render  judgment  on  the  demurrer  without  disposing  of  the  plea  of 
nil  debet.  For  this  error  the  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs,  and 
the  cause  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Greene  county,  with 
directions  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  take  issue  on  the  plea  of  nil 
debet,  and  try  the  cause  on  that  issue. 
Judgment  reversed. 


John  «  Evans,  appellant,  v.  Horace  Landoist,  appellee. 
Appeal  from  Greene. 

The  object  of  the  statute  of  Illinois,  which  authorizes  suits  to  be  instituted  by  petition 

and  summons,  on  bonds  and  promissory  notes,  is  to  enable  every  man  to  bring  his  own 

suit. 
A  suit  by  petition  and  summons  will  lie  upon  a  note  to  which  the  following  condition 

was  annexed :  "  The  above  sum  may  be  paid  in  good  bank  paper  ;  "  and  the  averment 

in  the  petition  that  "  the  debt  remains  unpaid  "  is  suflScient. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  April  term, 
1839,  before  the  Hon.  William  Thomas.  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff,  for  $650  debt,  and  $41.28  damages  and  costs  of 
suit.     The  defendant  appealed  to  this  Court. 

Cyrus  Walker,  for  the  appellant,  contended  that  this  form  of 
remedy  would  not  lie  in  this  case ;  that  the  statute  under  which 
this  proceeding  was  had  was  borrowed  from  Kentucky  ;  and  that 
it  was  a  principle  of  judicial  exegesis,  that  when  one  State  or 
country  adopted  a  statute  from  another,  in  the  enactment  of  the 
statute,  the  construction  which  was  given  to  it  in  the  country  from 
whence  it  was  taken  was  adopted.  In  Kentucky  it  has  been 
decided  that  this  remedy  will  not  lie  where  it  is  necessary  to  make 
any  averment.  6  Monroe,  335.  The  note  sued  on  is  not  for  the  direct 
payment  of  money,  nor  for  the  direct  payment  of  property,  but  for 
one  or  the  other;  and  consequently  to  sustain  the  action  there 
should  be  an  averment  of  the  non-payment  of  the  property  or  bank 
paper.  The  act  is  in  derogation  of  the  common  law,  and  should 
be  strictly  construed. 

S.  T.  Logan,  for  the  appellee,  said  the  act  was  not  in  dero- 
gation of  the  common  law,  but  of  a  highly  remedial  nature,  and 
should  receive  a  most  liberal  construction.     That  it  was  an  act  for 
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the  people,  the  whole  people ;  enabling  them  to  dispense  entirely 
with  lawyers,  and  each  man  of  them  to  bring  his  own  suit.  The 
averment  that  the  debt  is  not  paid  is  all  that  can  be  necessary. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 
This  is  an  appeal  brought  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Greene 
county.     A  petition  was  filed  under  a  statute  of  our  State  "  sim- 
plifying "  proceedings  at  law  for  the  collection  of  debts,  upon  the 
following  note : 

"Sixty  days  afterdate  I  do  promise  to  pay  Horace  Landon  the 
sum  of  six  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  dated  this  29th  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1838.     The  above  sum  may  be  paid  in  good  bank  paper. 

"JOHN  EYANS."(a) 

The  defendant  filed  a  general  demurrer  to  the  petition^  which 
was  overruled  by  the  Court,  and  judgment  given  for  the  plaintiff, 
from  which  decision  the  defendant  appealed  to  this  Court.  The 
assignment  of  errors  presents  the  question  whether  the  remedy  by 
petition  can  be  applied  to  such  a  note.  They  have  a  statute  in 
Kentucky  very  similar  to  ours,  which  has  always  been  liberally 
construed  by  their  courts.  It  seems  to  me  one  of  the  objects  of 
the  statute  was  to  ena.ble  any  person  to  bring  his  own  suit.  I  am 
strengthened  in  this  opinion  from  the  circumstance  of  the  form  of 
the  petition  being  laid  down  in  the  statute.  The  statute  is  intended 
to  give  a  more  speedy  remedy  than  was  afforded  by  proceedings 
at  law.  This  form  of  remedy  was  given  in  an  action  on  a  bond 
or  note  only,  because  the  bond  or  note  furnished  'prima  facie 
evidence  of  the  debt,  and  there  was  not  likely,  as  in  other  cases, 
to  exist  extraneous  matters  of  defense.  When  the  suit  is  brought 
by  petition  and  summons,  the  statute  requires  the  defendant  to 
appear  and  answer  the  demand  on  the  second  day  of  the  term.  If 
the  suit  had  been  brought  in  the  usual  mode  it  perhaps  would 
have  been  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  aver  the  non-payment  of 
the  bank  bills  as  well  as  the  money.  But  the  averment  in  this 
case  is  made  in  the  terms  of  the  statute ;  that  the  same  "  debt 
remains  unpaid,"  which  is,  in  our  opinion,  sufficient.  This  aver- 
ment does  not  preclude  the  defendant  from  pleading  a  tender  of 
payment  of  the  bank  bills  or  money.  It  is  therefore  considered 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  be  afl&rmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(a)  Swift  V.  Whitney,  20  111.  R.,  146 ;  Osgood  v.  McConnell,  32  111.  R.,  75. 
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Michael  Jones,  plaintiff  in    error,    v.    Joiiisr    Sprague, 
defendant  in  error. 

Error  to   White. 

A  bill  of  exceptions  must  be  signed  and  sealed  by  the  judge  who  tried  the  cause  in 
which  it  is  taken. 

In  the  transcript  of  tlie  record,  the  name  of  the  judge  and  a,  locus  sigilli  should  appeal* 
at  the  end  of  the  bill  of  exceptions,  else  the  Supreme  Com-t  will  not  recognize  the 
bill  of  exceptions  as  a  part  of  the  record.  Unless  the  name  of  the  judge  is  copied 
witli  the  bill  of  exceptions  the  Court  will  presume  that  he  did  not  sign  it.(«) 

A  writ  of  certiorari  for  diminution  of  record  was  granted  after  the  argument  of  a 
cause  had  been  commenced. 

After  this  cause  was  argued  in  part  in  the  Supreme  Court,  it 
being  objected  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error  that  the 
bill  of  exceptions  was  not  signed  and  sealed  by  the  judge  of  the 
Court  below,  a  writ  of  certiorari  was  granted  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  White  county,  to  send  up  a  complete  record,  it  being  suggested, 
by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  that  the  original  bill  of 
exceptions  was  signed  and  sealed  by  the  judge,  but  the  clerk  had 
omitted  to  copy  the  name  of  the  judge,  and  to  attach  the  locus 
sigilli  to  the  end  of  the  bill  of  exceptions  in  the  record. 

The  writ  not  being  returned  at  the  next  term,  the  Court  pro- 
ceeded to  give  its  decision  in  the  case. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below  before  the  Hon.  Jus- 
tin Harlan,  at  the  October  term,  1837.  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  defendant. 

O.  B.  FiCKLiN  and  H.  Eddy,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

D.  J.  Baker,  for  the  defendant Jn  error. 

LoGKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

The  assignment  of  error  in  this  case  questions  the  correctness 
of  the  Circuit  Court  in  overruling  objections  to  the  testimony 
offered  by  the  defendant  below.  On  the  argument  it  was  objected 
that  the  bill  of  exceptions  had  not  been  signed  and  sealed  by  the 
judge  who  tried  the  cause. 

After  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  who  had  tried 
the  cause  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties,  the  record 
states  "  to  which  opinion  of  the  Court  the  plaintiff,  by  his  counsel, 
excepts,  and  thereupon  filed  his  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Court,  which  said  bill  of  exceptions  is  in  the  following 
words  and  figures,  viz.:"  "  The  record  then  contains  what  pur- 
ports to  be  a  bill  of  exceptions,  but  is  without  the  signature  and 
seal  of  the  judge,  or  even  a  statement  that  the  judge  had  signed 
and  sealed  it." 

Bills  of  exceptions  were  first  introduced  by  the  statute  of  West- 

{a)  Frazier  v.  Laughliu,  1  Gil.  K.,  185 ;  Evaug  v.  Fisher,  5  Gil.  li.,  45C,  aud  notes. 
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minister  2,  13  Edward  1,  chap.  8 ;  and  by  that  act  and  tlie  prac- 
tice arising  under  it,  the  judge  who  signed  the  bill  was  required 
by  writ  to  come  into  the  appellate  court  to  confess  or  deny  the 
seal  affixed  to  the  bill  of  exceptions.  The  legislature  of  this 
State,  doubtless  to  remedy  the  onerous  duty  of  the  judge  in  com- 
ing to  Court  to  acknowledge  or  deny  his  seal,  and  the  delay  to 
the  party  in  suing  oat  the  writ,  have  declared,  if,  during  the  pro- 
gress of  any  trial  in  any  civil  cause,  either  part}'-  shall  allege  an 
exception  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  and  reduce  the  same  to  writ- 
ing, it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  allow  the  said  exception, 
and  to  sign  and  seal  the  same ;  and  the  said  exception  shall  there- 
upon become  a  part  of  the  record  of  such  cause. 

Now,  from  any  thing  that  appears  in  this  record,  the  judge, 
when  he  was  presented  the  bill  of  exceptions,  may  have  refused  to 
sign  it.  It  being  on  the  files  of  the  Court,  as  the  exceptions  pre- 
pared by  the  defendant,  furnishes  no  evidence  of  its  allowance  by 
the  judge.  The  name  of  the  judge,  with  a  locus  sigilU,  ought  to 
have  appeared  at  the  end  of  the  bill  of  exceptions  to  justify  this 
Court  in  treating  it  as  a  legal  part  of  the  record.  The  objection, 
therefore,  that  the  judge  had  not  signed  and  sealed  the  bill  of 
exceptions  is  fatal.     Judgment  is  consequently  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


John  B.  F.  Rijssell  and  Feaistcis  Peyton,  plaintiffs  in 
error,  v.  Richaed  J.  Hamilton,  Commissioner  of 
School  Lands  for  Cook  County,  Illinois,  defendant  in 
error. 

Error  to  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Chicago. 

Non  est  factum  may  be  pleaded  to  an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  though  the  plea  be 
not  verified  by  affidavit. 

A  plea  to  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  that  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  judgment 
upon  a  mortgage  executed  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  same  debt  for  which  the 
note  was  given,  is  bad  for  not  averring  that  the  judgment  had  been  paid. 

In  an  action  by  a  commissioner  of  school  lands  upon  a  note  made  to  him  for  the  use 
of  the  inhabitants  of  a  certain  township,  the  inhabitantB  of  that  township  cannot  be 
jurors. 

The  twenty  per  centum  interest  given  by  the  statute  against  a  borrower  of  a  portion 
of  the  school  fund,  for  a  failure  to  pay  the  same  promptly,  is  a  penalty,  and  can- 
not be  recovered  in  an  action  on  the  note  given  for  the  money  loaned,  unless  there 
is  an  averment  of  the  forfeiture  of  the  penalty  in  the  declaration. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  September 
term,  1888,  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Ford.  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered for  the  plaintiff. 
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J.  BuTTERFiELD  and  Fe.  Peyton,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 
Giles  Spring,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  commenced  by  Hamilton,  Commis- 
sioner, &c.,  against  Russell  and  Peyton,  on  a  sealed  promissory 
note.  It  appears  from  the  note  that  the  money  due  thereon 
belonged  to  the  inhabitants  of  township  thirty-nine  north,  range 
fourteen  east.  The  defendants  pleaded  four  pleas.  To  the  first 
and  fourth  the  plaintiff  below  demurred,  and  the  Court  sustained 
the  demurrer.  The  first  plea  was  non  est  factum^  and  the  fourth 
plea  states  that  the  plaintiff  below  had  obtained  judgment  against 
Russell  on  a  mortgage  executed  to  secure  the  same  debt,  but  con- 
tains no  averment  that  the  judgment  had  been  satisfied.  The 
Court  below  decided  erroneously  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the 
defendant's  first  plea. 

The  plea  of  non  est  factum  may  be  pleaded,  notwithstanding  it 
is  not  verified  by  afiidavit.(l) 

The  fourth  plea  was  clearly  bad  for  not  averring  that  the  judg- 
ment against  Russell  had  been  paid. (a)  A  great  number  of  other 
errors  have  been  assigned ;  it  is,  however,  necessary  to  notice  but 
the  two  following,  to  wit :  The  Court  overruled  objections  to  per- 
sons sitting  on  the  jury  who  were  inhabitants  of  township  thirty- 
nine  north,  range  fourteen  east.  And  the  Court  instructed  the 
jur7  that  they  might  allow  twenty  per  cent  damages,  although  no 
such  damages  were  claimed  in  the  declaration.  The  Court  erred 
on  both  points.  In  the  case  of  Wood  v.  Stoddard,  qui  ta7n,{2) 
the  plaintiff  below  brought  an  action  to  recover  of  the  defendant 
below  a  sum  received  by  him  for  excessive  interest,  under  the  act 
for  preventing  usury,  one  moiety  of  which  was  directed  to  go  to 
the  use  of  the  poor  in  the  town  where  the  offense  was  committed, 
and  the  other  to  the  person  prosecuting.  The  jury  were  inhabit- 
ants of  the  town  where  the  offense  was  committed.  The  defendant 
below  challenged  all  the  jurors  as  being  interested ;  but  the  objec- 
tion was  overruled  and  the  jurors  sworn.  The  Court  say:  "The 
relaxation  of  the  rule  as  to  questions  of  interest  has  never  been 
extended  to  jurors.  They  must  be  07n77e  exceptione  jnajores,  free 
from  every  objection,  and  wholly  disinterested."  The  twenty 
per  cent  given  by  the  statute  is  a  penalty  on  the  party  for  not 
paying  the  debt  and  interest;  and  must  be  declared  for  if  the 
plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  it. (3)  The  record  in  this  case  exhibits 
the  informality  of  proceeding  to  trial  on  the  replications  to  the 
defendants'  second  and  third  pleas,  without  issue  being  joined  by 
the  defendants.  These  irregularities  must  be  corrected  in  the  Court 
below. 

(1)  Longley  ct  al.  v.  Norvall,  1  Scam.,  389.  (2)  2  Jolius.,  191. 

(a)  Brokiiw  v.  Kelscy,  20  111.  R.,  303. 

(3)  Haiuiltou  v.  Wright,  1  Scaiu,,  082,  mid  uotes. 

Vol.  11.  8 


I 


58  DECEMBER  TERM,  1839. 

Beams  et  al.  v.  Denham  et  at. 

The  judgment,  for  the  reasons  above  given,  is  reversed  with 
costs,  and  the  caase  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Cook  county, 
with  directions  to  cause  the  pleadings  to  be  perfected  as  herein 
directed,  and  then  that  a  venire  de  novo  be  awarded. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Ma^jsting  Beams  and  Hiram  Archer,  appellants,  v. 
George  Denham  and  Nathaniel  Buckmaster,  appel- 
lees. 

Appeal  from  Madison. 

Under  the  statutes  of  Illinois,  the  Circuit  Court  has  power  to  dissolve  an  injunction  on 
the  coming  in  of  the  answer,  if  it  denies  the  equity  of  the  bill.  Still  it  does  not  fol- 
low that  tlie  bill  should  be  dismissed  because  the  injunction  is  disscjlved.  Before  a 
bill  can  be  dismissed  there  must  be  an  issue  made  up  between  the  parties,  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed  by  section  14  of  the  act  regulating  proceedings  in  chancery. 

To  justify  a  court  of  chancery,  in  this  State,  in  hearing  a  cause  upon  bill  and  answer,  it 
should  appear  that  the  complainants  were  in  default  in  not  replying  within  four  days 
after  filing  the  answer,  if  the  same  was  put  in  in  term  time. 

Where  the  complainants  filed  a  bill  in  chancery  time,  for  an  injunction  and  a  new  trial  in 
an  action  at  law,  setting  forth  that  the  action  was  commenced  on  a  replevin  bond,  and 
that  shortly  before  the  term  of  the  Court  to  which  the  writ  in  the  said  action  was 
returnable,  one  of  the  complainants,  and  the  principal  in  the  replevin  bond,  became 
sick  and  unable  to  attend  Court ;  that  his  agent  called  upon  the  attorney  for  the 
plaintiff"  who  informed  him,  that,  in  view  of  the  circumstances,  the  suit  should  be  con- 
tinued ;  notwithstanding  which  a  judgment  by  default,  through  mistake  or  foi-getful- 
ness,  as  complainants  supposed,  was  taken  at  said  term  of  the  Court,  for  the  entire 

Eenalty  of  the  bond,  which  the  complainants  alleged  they  were  not  justly  or  equitably 
ound  to  pay :  Held,  that  these  facts  were  sufficient  to  authorize  a  court  of  chancery  to 
grant  relief. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  February  term, 
1839,  before  the  Hon.  Sidney  Breese. 

S.  T.  Logan,  J.  Gillespie  and  Smith,  for  the  appellants. 

A.  Cowles  and  J.  M.  Krum,  for  the  appellee,  contended,  1. 
That  such  negligence  was  shown  by  the  complainants  that  they 
were  not  entitled  to  the  interposition  of  a  court  of  chancery.  1 
Johns.  Chan.,  465  ;  2  Johns.  Chan.,  228 ;  3  Johns.  Chan.,  351 ; 
6  Johns.  Chan.,  87,  497. 

2.  That  courts  of  equity  will  not  interfere  to  grant  new  trials 
except  in  extraordinary  cases,  of  which  this  is  not  one.  3  Johns. 
Chan.,  275;  6  Johns.  Chan.,  235;  7  Johns.  Chan.,  174;  14 
Johns.,  63. 

3.  That  upon  a  cause  submitted  upon  bill  and  answer,  it  is 
competent  not  only  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  but  to  dismiss  the 
bill.  Edwards  v.  Beaird,  Breese,  41. 

4.  That  the  judgment  for  the  penalty  of  the  bond  was  correct, 
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if  on   proof  the  value  of  the  property  was  found  equal  to  it. 
2  Tidd's  Pract.,  800,  801 ;  1  Chit.  Plead.,  134,  185. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

Beams  and  Archer  filed  their  bill  in  chancery  in  the  Madison 
Circuit  Court,  setting  forth,  among  other  things,  that  Buckmaster, 
for  the  use  of  Denham,  had  commenced  an  action  against  Beams 
and  Archer  on  a  replevin  bond ;  that  shortly  before  the  term  of 
the  Court  to  which  the  writ  in  the  action  on  the  replevin  bond,  to 
wit,  August  term,  1838,  was  returnable,  Beams,  one  of  the  com- 
plainants, and  who  was  the  principal  in  the  bond,  became  sick  and 
unable  to  attend  the  Court.  That  he  sent  an  agent  to  Court  to 
attend  to  his  suit ;  the  said  agent  called  upon  the  attorney  for  the 
plaintiff  in  the  suit  on  the  replevin  bond,  who  informed  said  agent, 
in  view  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  that  said  suit  should  be 
continued ;  that,  notwithstanding  said  agreement  to  continue  the 
cause,  the  plaintiff  proceeded  to  take  a  judgment  by  default  at 
the  August  term,  1838,  and  executed  a  writ  of  inquiry  in  which  the 
damages  were  assessed  at  $600,  being  the  whole  amount  of  the  pen- 
alty of  the  bond,  and  which  sum  they  allege  they  are  not  justly 
or  equitably  bound  to  pay.  The  bill  further  states  that  complain- 
ants do  not  mean  to  charge  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  in  said 
suit  with  fraud  in  taking  the  judgment  by  default,  but  suppose 
that  the  judgment  by  default  was  taken  by  mistake  or  forgetful- 
ness,  in  consequence  of  pressing  and  multifarious  business. 

The  bill  prays  for  an  injunction,  and  that  in  consideration  of  the 
premises  that  the  Court  will  award  complainants  a  new  trial. 

An  injunction  was  allowed,  and  at  the  time  the  summons  was 
made  returnable  the  defendants  demurred  to  a  part  of  the  bill,  and 
pleaded  to  other  parts.  Denham  also  filed  an  answer,  denying  the 
equity  of  the  bill. 

The  defendants,  by  their  counsel,  thereupon  moved  the  Court 
below  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  which  motion  being  argued,  the 
Court  dissolved  the  injunction,  dismissed  the  bill,  and  ordered 
the  complainants  to  pay  damages  and  costs. 

The  assignment  of  errors  questions  the  power  of  the  Court,  on  a 
motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction,  to  dismiss  the  bill  and  give  costs. 

By  the  14:th  section  of  the  "  Act  'prescribing  the  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding in  Chancery^''' {I)  \i  is  enacted  that  "Replications  shall  be 
filed  within  four  days  after  answer,  if  such  answer  be  put  in  in 
term  time ;  or,  if  in  vacation,  then  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney 
shall  have  notice  of  the  filing  of  his  answer,  and  which  shall  be 
general,  and  all  parties  shall  have  the  same  advantage  as  if  they 
were  special ;  and  after  replication  filed,  the  cause  shall  be  deemed 
at  issue,  and  stand  for  trial  at  the  next  term  ;  or,  in  default  of  filing 
such  replication,  the  cause  may  be  set  for  hearing  upon  bill  and 

C1)R.L.,  123;  Gale's  Stat.,  M-J. 
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answer ;  in  which  case  the  answer  shall  be  taken  as  true,  and  no 
evidence  shall  be  received,  unless  it  be  matter  of  record  to  which 
the  answer  refers.  When  the  complainants  shall  require  a  dis- 
covery respecting  the  matters  charged  in  the  bill,  the  disclosure 
shall  not  be  deemed  conclusive,  but,  if  a  replication  be  filed,  may 
be  disproved  or  contradicted,  like  any  other  testimony,  according 
to  the  practice  of  courts  of  equity." 

By  the  13th  section  of  the  "  Act  regulating  the  issuing  of  writs 
of  Ne  Exeat  and  Injunctions^^''  (2)  it  is  provided,  that,  "  Upon  the 
filing  of  an  answer,  it  shall  be  in  order  at  any  time  in  term  to 
move  for  a  dissolution  of  the  injunction;  and  upon  such  motion 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  parties  to  introduce  testimony  to  support 
the  bill  and  answer ;  the  Court  shall  decide  such  motion  upon  the 
weight  of  testimony,  without  being  bound  to  take  such  answer  as 
absolutely  true."  There  is  no  doubt,  under  these  provisions  of 
the  several  statutes  regulating  proceedings  in  chancery,  and  issu- 
ing writs  of  injunction,  that  the  Circuit  Court  had  power  in  this 
case  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  if,  in  its  opinion,  the  answer  denied 
the  equity  of  the  bill.  Still  it  does  not  follow  that  the  bill  should 
also  be  dismissed  because  the  injunction  is  dissolved. 

Before  a  bill  can  be  dismissed  there  must  be  an  issue  made  up 
between  the  parties,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  14th  section 
of  the  act  regulating  proceedings  in  chancery.  It  does  not  appear 
in  the  record  whether  four  days  in  term  had  intervened  between 
the  filing  of  the  answer  and  the  dismissal  of  the  bill.  To  justify 
the  Court  in  hearing  the  case  on  bill  and  answer  it  should  have 
appeared  that  the  complainants  were  in  default  in  not  replying 
within  four  days  after  filing  the  answer.  This  nowhere  appears. 
The  allegations  in  the  bill,  that  the  complainants  neglected  to  make 
a  defense  in  consequence  of  the  promise  of  the  attorney  in  the  suit 
to  continue  the  cause  on  the  replevin  bond,  would,  if  true,  be  suffi- 
cient ground  for  a  court  of  equity  to  grant  relief.  The  complain- 
ants, upon  the  assurance  that  the  cause  should  be  continued,  were 
justifiable  in  not  being  prepared  for  trial.  The  default  was  conse- 
quently against  good  faith,  and  deprived  them  of  their  legal  right 
to  have  a  trial  on  the  merits.  The  complainants,  by  their  prema- 
ture dismissal  of  their  bill,  have  been  deprived  of  the  opportunity 
of  taking  depositions  to  prove  their  allegations.  The  dismissal  of 
the  bill  was  consequently  irregular.  The  judgment  of  the  Court 
below,  in  dismissing  the  bill  and  giving  costs,  is  reversed  with 
costs,  and  the  cause  remanded  with  instructions  to  the  Court  below 
to  permit  complainants  to  file  a  replication,  and  then  proceed 
in  the  cause,  to  enable  the  parties  to  take  depositions,  according  to 
the  provisions  of  the  statute. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(2)  R.  L.,  469  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  511. 
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Solomon   Lincoln   and    John   Stirtgley,   plaintiffs   in 
error,  v.  Isaac  Cook,  defendant  in  error. 

M'7'or  to  the  Municipal  Court  of  the   City  of  Chicago. 

Where  the  record  of  a  cause  stated  that  the  Court  sustained  the  demurrer  to  the  first  plea 
of  the  defendant,  and  that  after  replication  filed  to  the  fifth  and  sixth  pleas,  "  issues 
were  joined  by  agreement  of  parties,  and  the  cause  submitted  to  a  jury  :"  Held,  that, 
by  this  agreement,  the  parties  must  be  considered  as  waiving  all  objections  to  the  form 
of  the  pleadings  on  either  side  ;  and  hence  the  accuracy  of  the  decision  on  the  demur- 
rer to  the  plea  could  not  be  assigned  for  error. 

Where  tbe  award  of  an  arbitrator  required  the  parties  to  execute  mutual  releases,  and 
that  L.,  one  of  the  parties,  should  pay  a  sum  of  money  to  C,  the  other  party,  and  C. 
tendered  a  release  containing  a  condition  that  it  should  take  effect  upon  L.'s"  securing 
the  payment  of  the  money  on  the  day  specified  by  the  arbitrator,  which  L.  refused  to 
receive,  without  making  any  objection  to  the  terms  of  the  release,  or  examining  it, 
alleging  that  "  the  award  was  not  binding,  or  was  good  for  nothing  :  "  Held,  that  the 
tender  was  sufficient,  as  evidence  of  an  offer  to  perform  the  awarH  on  the  part  of  C. : 
Held,  also,  that  if  L.  had  refused  to  receive  the  i-elease  because  it  was  conditional,  and 
C.  had  refused  to  make  one  conformable  to  the  condition  of  the  award,  then  it  would 
have  been  a  failure  to  perform  the  award. 

An  examination  of  a  witness  by  the  sole  arbitrator,  in  the  absence  of  both  parties,  is  not 
an  ex  parte  examination.  The  term  ex  parte  implies  an  examination  in  the  presence 
of  one  of  the  parties,  and  in  the  absence  of  the  other. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below  before  the  Hon. 
Thomas  Ford  and  a  jury.  Verdict  and  judgment  were  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff.  The  defendants  appealed  to  this  Court.  As  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  refers  to  only  a  few  of  the  many  points  made 
in  the  case,  and  the  record  and  points  made  by  counsel  are  volu- 
minous, it  is  not  deemed  expedient  to  recite  more  than  appears  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

J.  D.  Caton  and  N.  B.  Judd,  for  the  appellants. 

B.  S.  MoRKis,  J.  B.  Thomas  and  M.  Leslie,  for  the  appellee. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  on  an  award.  One  of  the  errors 
assigned  questions  the  correctness  of  the  decision  of  the  Municipal 
Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  on  a  demurrer  to  the  first  plea  of 
the  defendant. 

The  Court  sustained  the  demurrer  to  the  plea.  Afterwards, 
the  record  recites,  that,  after  replication  filed  to  the  fifth  and  sixth 
pleas,  "issues  are  joined  by  agreement  of  the  parties,  and  the 
cause  is  submitted  to  a  jury." 

The  parties,  by  this  agreement,  must  be  considered  as  waiving 
all  objections  to  the  form  of  the  pleadings  on  either  side;  and 
hence  the  accuracy  of  the  decision  on  the  demurrer  to  the  plea  is 
not  properly  before  this  Court  for  its  decision.     The  remaining 
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errors  assigned  arise  out  of  the  evidence  disclosed  by  the  bill  of 
exceptions.  We  do  not  perceive  the  force  of  the  objections  to 
the  decision  of  the  Court,  upon  the  other  grounds  disclosed  by 
the  bill ;  or  that  it  becomes  material  to  comment  on  the  alleged 
errors,  except  those  relating  to  the  admission  of  the  release  in 
evidence,  and  the  instructions  on  what  it  is  contended  was  the  ex 
23arte  examination  of  a  witness.  It  appears  that  the  release  ten- 
dered by  Cook  to  Lincoln  was  a  conditional  one,  and  not  absolute 
within  the  meaning  of  the  terms  expressed  in  the  award,  and, 
strictly  considered,  was  not  a  compliance  with  the  act  awarded  to 
be  done.  The  release  was  to  take  effect  upon  Lincoln's  securing 
the  payment  of  the  money,  by  good  personal  security,  on  the  day 
of  payment  specified  by  the  arbitrator.  Yet,  as  Lincoln  was  also 
required  to  execute  his  release,  and  deliver  it  to  Cook  within  the 
time  specified,  we  must  consider  it  was  the  intention  of  the  arbi- 
trator, to  be  deducted  from  the  award,  that  the  releases  were  not 
only  to  be  mutual,  but  were  to  be  delivered  at  the  same  time. 
The  delivery  of  the  releases  to  each  other,  it  is  apparent,  must  be 
construed  to  be  pari  passu.  Lincoln,  however,  made  no  objec- 
tion to  the  terms  of  the  release  offered  by  Cook,  but  refused  to 
receive  it,  stating  that  the  "award  was  not  binding,  and  was  good 
for  nothing." 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  offer  to  deliver  the  release,  as  no 
objection  was  made  to  its  character  or  sufficiency,  was  evidence 
of  an  offer  to  perform  the  award  on  the  part  of  Cook,  and  that 
the  release  was  properly  admitted  m  evidence. 

If  Lincoln  had  refused  to  receive  the  release  because  it  was 
conditional,  and  Cook  had  refused  to  make  one  conformable  to  the 
condition  of  the  award,  then  it  would  have  been  a  failure  to  com- 
ply with  the  award,  and  would  have  been  a  non-compliance  with  it. 

The  case  may  be  likened  to  the  tender  of  bank  notes.  If  the 
party  to  whom  the  payment  is  offered  does  not  object  to  the  pay- 
ment because  it  is  offered  in  notes,  the  tender  would  be  held  good, 
although,  if  he  had  objected,  the  legal  coin  of  the  country  would 
alone  have  been  a  tender.  So  here,  the  objection  is  to  a  reception 
of  the  release  offered  on  any  terms,  and  not  to  its  sufficiency. 
The  Circuit  Court  decided  that  the  examination  of  a  witness  by 
the  person  who  was  the  sole  arbitrator,  in  the  absence  of  both  the 
parties,  was  not  an  ex  parte  examination,  and  correctly  so. 

The  term  ex  parte  implies  an  examination  in  the  presence  of  one 
of  the  parties,  and  in  the  absence  of  the  other. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Circuit  Court  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Charles  Ballance,  appelhint,  v.  William  Fiiisby  aud 
Geokge  T.  Metcalf,  appellees. 

Appeal  from  Peoria. 

Where  two  persons  are  jointly  indebted  to  a  third,  either  has  a  riffht  to  pay  the  debt, 
aud  call  ou  his  co-debtor  to  repay  his  moiety.  Tlie  payment  may  be  proved 
by  either  the  verbal  or  written  confession  of  the  person  to  Avhoni  the  pay- 
ment oufjht  to  be  made  ;  and  his  receipt  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  payment  has 
been  made 

In  an  action  in  the  Circuit  Court  by  an  administrator,  unless  the  defendant  interposes  a 
plea  that  the  plaintiti'  is  not  administrator,  the  plaintiff's  right  to  sue  in  that 
character  is  admitted.  In  actions  before  justices  of  the  peace  the  proceedinf^s  are  all 
ore  trims  ;  and  consequently  tlie  iilaintitf,  if  an  administrator,  is  not  required  to  prove 
that  he  is  entitled  to  sue  iu  that  cnaracter,  unless  it  is  objected,  on  the  trial,  that  he  ia 
not  administrator. 

This  was  a  suit  originally  instituted  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace  of  Peoria  county,  and  carried  by  appeal  to  the  Circuit 
Court.  In  that  Court  the  cause  was  tried  at  the  October  term, 
1839.     The  bill  of  exceptions  shows,  that 

"  The  plaintiff  proved  that  about  the  date  of  said  award  the 
said  arbitrators  assembled  at  Peoria,  and  were  engaged  in  hearing 
the  cause,  two,  three  or  four  days;  that  the  said  Ballance 
appeared  before  and  made  his  defense  without  objection  ;  that  the 
said  Dan  Stone,  at  the  time  of  said  award,  lived  at  Galena,  a  dis- 
tance of  about  one  hundred  and  fifty  miles,  and  it  was  not  proved 
that  he  had  any  other  business  at  Peoria,  otherwise  than  that  he 
was  the  judge  of  the  circuit,  and  came  there  occasionally  to  hold 
the  regular  terms  of  the  Court ;  that  he  had  the  spring  and  winter 
before  lived  at  Springfield,  and  had  on  one  occasion  passed  Peoria 
on  his  way  to  his  old  residence  at  Springfield,  and  that  on  that 
occasion  he  had  talked  some  of  coming  to  Peoria  to  reside.  The 
plaintiff  then  proved  the  signature  of  the  said  Dan  Stone  to  a 
receipt,  which  is  as  follows :  '  Feb.  11th,  1838.  Lewis  Bigelow, 
Isaac  tJnderhill,  and  Charles  Ballance,  to  Dan  Stone,  Dr.  —  For 
expenses,  travel,  and  services  in  attending  arbitration  at  Peoria, 
$150.00.  Received  of  Lewis  Bigelow  the  above  sum  of  one 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars.  Feb.  12th,  1838.  Dan  Stone:' 
and  offered  the  same  in  evidence,  which  was  objected  to  by 
defendant,  but  admitted  by  the  Court;  and  thereupon  the  said 
defendant  excepted  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  in  admitting  said 
receipt  as  evidence  to  the  jury.  The  plaintiff  further  proved  that 
if  the  said  Dan  Stone  came  all  the  way  from  Galena,  at  the 
peculiar  season  of  the  year  when  the  award  was  made,  at  his  own 
expense,  for  the  purpose  of  acting  as  arbitrator,  and  making  said 
award,  that  the  sura  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  was  not  an 
unreasonable  compensation  therefor. 

"  Thereupon  the  defendant  proved  by  one  witness  ihat  the  com- 
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mon  charge  of  an  arbitrator  in  common  neighborhood  arbitrations 
was  two  dollars  per  day,  and  by  one  other  witness  that  the  most  he 
had  charged  by  the  day  was  five  dollars,  and  that  he  had  charged 
fifty  cents  an  hour  for  a  less  time  than  a  day.  This  was  all  the 
evidence,  and  thereupon,  after  verdict,  the  defendant  moved  the 
Court  for  a  new  trial,  which  motion  was  overruled  by  the  Court ; 
to  which  decision  of  the  Court  in  overruling  said  motion  the  said 
defendant  excepted,  and  moves  the  Court  to  sign  and  seal  this  his 
bill  of  exceptions,  which  is  done. 

THOMAS  FORD,  [seal.] 

Verdict  and  judgment  were  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for  $58, 
and  the  defendant  appealed  to  this  Court. 

The  errors  assigned  are  as  follows  : 

"  First.  Said  Court  erred  in  permitting  said  receipt  to  be  read 
to  the  jury,  without  the  plaintiff's  having  first  accounted  for  the 
non-production  of  said  Dan  Stone  as  a  witness.  Secondly.  To 
sustain  said  verdict  it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiffs  to  prove, 
1st.  The  payment  of  said  sum  in  said  receipt  specified  by  legal 
evidence ;  2d.  That  said  Dan  Stone  came  to  Peoria  for  the  pur- 
poses of  said  arbitration  ;  3d.  That  said  plaintiffs  were  the  admin- 
istrators of  said  Bigelow.  Therefore,  said  verdict  being  both  unau- 
thorized and  against  the  evidence,  the  Court  erred  in  not  granting 
a  new  trial." 

0.  Peters  and  C.  Ballance,  for  the  appellant,  cited  1 
Marshall,  354;  3  Dane's  Abr.,  409;  1  Espinass'  N.  P.,  86,  87; 
Chit,  on  Cont,  6-10 ;  1  Chit.  Plead.,  45,  385,  and  authorities 
there  cited. 

W.  Frisby  and  G.  T.  Metcalf,  in  ^propria  persona. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 
This  was  an  action  of  assuinp)sit  brought  originally  before  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  by  L.  Bigelow  against  Ballance,  for  money  paid 
to  his  use.  On  the  death  of  Bigelow  the  suit  was  renewed  in 
the  name  of  Frisby  and  Metcalf,  as  administrators.  On  the  trial  of 
the  cause  in  the  Circuit  Court,  it  appears,  from  the  evidence,  that 
Bigelow  and  one  Underhill,  having  a  controversy  with  Ballance, 
submitted  their  differences  to  three  arbitrators  chosen  by  the  parties. 
That  the  arbitration  took  place,  and  each  of  the  parties  attended ; 
that  the  arbitrators  made  an  award  in  pursuance  of  their  authority. 
The  plaintiffs  below  then  proved  the  signature  of  Dan  Stone,  one 
of  said  arbitrators,  to  a  receipt,  which  is  as  follows,  to  wit: 

"  Feb.  11,  1838.  Lewis  Bigelow,  Isaac  Underhill,  and  Charles 
Ballance,  to  Dan  Stone,  Dr.  — For  expenses,  travel,  and  services, 
in  attending  arbitration  at  Peoria,  $150.00.  Received  of  Lewis 
Bigelow  the  above  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars.  Feb. 
12,  1838.  DAN  STONE. 
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To  the  reading  of  this  receipt  in  evidence  the  defendant  objected, 
which  objection  was  overruled,  and  the  receipt  was  read  as  evi- 
dence. 

The  assignment  of  errors  questions  the  correctness  of  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Court  below  in  permitting  the  receipt  to  be  given  in 
evidence.  By  an  examination  of  the  bill  of  exceptions  taken  in 
this  cause,  it  appears  that  the  only  object  of  the  plaintiff  below, 
in  offering  the  receipt,  was  to  prove  the  payment  of  the  money  to 
D.  Stone  ;  other  evidence  having  been  adduced  to  prove  that  the 
plaintiff  below  and  the  defendant  were  jointly  indebted  to  Dan 
Stone.  Both  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  being  jointly  indebted  to 
D.  Stone,  either  had  a  right  to  pay  the  rhoney,  and  call  on  his  co- 
debtor  to  repay  his  moiety  of  the  debt.  To  prove  the  payment 
either  the  verbal  or  written  confession  of  the  person  to  whom  the 
payment  ought  to  be  made  was  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
pa3-ment  had  been  made.  The  receipt  was  not  evidence  that  the 
parties  were  indebted  to  Stone,  and  was  not  offered  for  that  pur- 
pose. The  Court  below  consequently  decided  correctly  in  per- 
mitting the  receipt,  after  its  execution  had  been  proved,  to  be  read 
in  evidence.  It  is  also  relied  for  error,  that  no  evidence  was  given 
in  the  Court  below  that  Frisby  and  Metcalf  were  administrators 
of  Bigelow.  No  objection  was  made,  on  the  trial,  that  they  were 
not  administrators.  In  actions  originally  commenced  in  the  Cir- 
cuit Court,  unless  the  defendant  interposes  a  plea  that  the  plaintiff 
is  not  administrator,  the  plaintiff's  right  to  sue  in  that  character 
is  admitted.(l)  In  actions  originally  commenced  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  the  parties  do  not  file  written  pleadings.  The  pro- 
ceedings are  all  ore  tenus ;  and  consequently  the  plaintiffs  were 
under  no  necessity  of  proving  that  they  were  administrators, 
unless  the  defendant,  on  the  trial,  objected  that  they  were  not 
administrators.(a) 

The  judgment,  therefore,  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  affirmed  with 
costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(I)  1  Chit.  Plead.,  525.  (a)  McKinley  v.  Braden,  1  Scam.  R.,  67. 


Alden  Harlan,  appellant,  v.  Nancy  Scott,  appellee. 
Appeal  from  St.  Clair. 

A  motion  to  amend  a  bond  on  an  appeal  from  a  justice  of  the  peace,  in  a  case  of  forcible 
detainer,  is  addressed  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  Court,  and  its  decision  cannot  be 
assigned  for  error. 

Vol.  II.  9 
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The  awarding  of  a  writ  of  restitution  upon  the  diemisealof  an  appeal, in  a  case  of  forcible 
detainer,  is  not  error. 

The  proceedings  in  this  cause  were  had  in  the  Court  below,  at 
the  August  term,  1839,  before  the  Hon.  Sidney  Breese. 

J.  Shields,  for  the  appellant. 

L.  Trumbull,  for  the  appellee,  cited  Acts  of  1837, 120 ;  Gale's 
Stat.,  314;  Forman,  226,  241;  Breese,  264. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  originally  an  action  ^or  forcible  detainer^  commenced  by 
Scott  against  Harlan,  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  brought 
by  appeal  into  the  Circuit  Court  of  St  Clair  county. 

The  appeal  was,  on  motion  of  Scott's  attorney,  dismissed,  because 
no  sufficient  appeal  bond  had  been  filed  by  Harlan  ;  and  the  Court 
below  further  ordered  that  a  writ  of  restitution  be  issued.  It  also 
appears  that  a  cross-motion  was  made  by  the  appellant's  counsel, 
to  allow  him  to  amend  the  appeal  bond,  which  motion  to  amend 
was  overruled  by  the  Court. 

The  assignment  of  errors  questions  the  correctness  of  the  deci- 
sions below  in  overruling  the  appellant's  motion  to  amend,  and  in 
ordering  a  writ  of  restitution. 

The  statute  of  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  although  it  authorizes 
appeals  to  the  Circuit  Court,  makes  no  provision  in  case  the  bond 
be  defective,  to  amend  it  or  for  filing  a  new  bond.  In  the  case  of 
Grain  v.  Bailey  et  al,  decided  at  December  term,  1836,  (1)  this 
Court  held,  that,  "as  the  statute  makes  no  provision  for  amending 
the  bond,  or  filing  a  new  bond,  their  application  to  do  so  was 
necessarily  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  Court ;  and  the  rule 
is  well  settled,  that  error  cannot  be  assigned  for  the  refusal  of  a 
bond  to  grant  a  motion  addressed  to  its  discretion."  Whether  the 
Circuit  Court  might  not  have  permitted  the  appellant  to  file  a  new 
bond,  is  a  question  we  are  not  called  on  to  decide.(a) 

There  is  a  striking  incongruity  in  dismissing  an  appeal,  and  at 
the  same  time  ordering  that  a  writ  of  restitution  should  issue.  It 
would  doubtless  have  been  more  conformable  to  precedent  and 
technical  accuracy,  on  dismissing  the  appeal  for  irregularity,  to 
have  awarded  a  procedendo  to  the  justice  of  the  peace;  but  this 
informality  cannot  in  the  least  degree  injure  the  appellant.  Had 
a  procedendo  been  ordered,  the  justice  would  have  issued  the  writ 
of  restitution,  and  the  appellant  would  have  been  turned  out  of 
possession  ;  and  that  was  all  that  could  be  done  under  the  writ 
from  the  Circuit  Court. 

The  language  of  the  5th  section  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  forci- 
ble entry  and  detainer  may  justify  the  order  to  issue  the  writ.    It  is 

(1)  1  Scam.,  321. 

{it)  Balliince  v.  Curtenius,  3  Gil.  R.,  454;  Jackson  v.  Warren,  32  111.  R.,  331  ;  Spurch 
V.  Forsyth,  40  111.  R.,  438.  But  see  Rider  v.  Bagby,  decided  June  Term,  1868,  at  Mt. 
Vernon,  111. 


SPRINGFIELD.  67 


Stout  V.  Mc Adams. 


as  follows  :  ''The  Circuit  Court,  on  giving  judgment  for  the  plaint- 
iff, shall  award  a  writ  of  restitution  and  execution  for  costs."  (1) 
The  legislature  doubtless  nieatit  to  authorize  the  Circuit  Court  to 
award  the  writ  of  restitution  where  the  Court  gave  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause  on  the  merits;  yet  the 
dismissal  of  the  appeal  was  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
award  of  the  writ,  under  the  circumstances,  is  justified  by  the  act. 

The  Court  are  consequently  of  the  opinion  that  this  informality, 
as  it  cannot  prejudice  the  party,  and  is  authorized  by  the  letter  of 
the  statute,  cannot  be  assigned  for  error. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  therefore  affirmed  with 
costs. 

Judgment  affiryned. 

(1)  R.  L.,  312, 313 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  314 


Thomas  Stout,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  William  McAdams, 
defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Fayette. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  every  flowing  back,  or  throwing  water  upon  the  land 
of  another,  is  such  an  act  as  entitles  the  individual  injured  to  his  action  ;  and 
although  the  act  of  the  one  person  may  be  in  itself  lawful,  yet,  if  in  its  conse- 
quences it  necessarily  damages  the  property  of  another,  the  party  occasioning 
the  damage  is  liable  to  make  reparation  commensurate  with  the  injury  he  .has 
caused.  («) 

He  who  first  occupies  a  site  and  constructs  a  mill  and  dam  upon  a  stream  does  not 
tliereby  acquire  any  right  whatever  to  overflow  the  land  of  his  neighbor,  whether 
his  neiKhbor  has  a  mill  or  not. 

Irrelevant  and  inapplicable  instructions  ought  not  to  be  given,  as  they  are  calculated 
to  mislead  a  jury. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case,  brought  by  the  plaintiff  in  the 
Bond  Circuit  Court,  and  removed  by  change  of  venue  to  the 
Fayette  Circuit   Court. 

The  declaration  sets  forth  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed,  as  of 
his  own  right,  of  a  certain  tract  of  land  in  Bond  county,  on  which 
he  had  erected  a  mill,  and  that  the  defendant  erected  and  kept  up 
a  mill  and  dam  below  plaintiff's  mill,  thereby  causing  the  water  to 
overflow  and  flood  plaintiff's  mill  to  his  damage,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty. 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  October  term,  1837,  before  the  Hon. 
Sidney  Breese  and  a  jury,  and  judgment  renderedfor  the  defendant. 

The  cause  was  brought  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error. 

F.  Forman  and  J.  Semple,  lor  the  plaintiff  in  error,  cited  10 
Johns.,  241  ;  17  Johns.,  307 ;  15  Johns.,  213 ;  2  Stark.  Ev.,  910, 
note  a;  6  East.,  213,  208 

(a)  Plumleich  v.  Dawson,  1  Gil.  R.,544,  and  note  ;  Hill  v.  Ward,  2  Gil.  R.,  285 ;  Lang 
V.  Jasper,  39  111.  R..  46. 
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A.  CowLES,  J.  B.  White,  and  H.  Eddy,  for  the  defendant 
in  error,  cited  17  Johns.,  306;  15  Johns.;  3  Johns.,  282;  17 
Mass.,  289,  296. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  deHvered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

The  plaintiff  below  alleges  that  he  is  the  owner  of  a  mill  on 
Shoal  creek,  and  that  the  defendant  has  erected  a  dam  on  the  same 
creek,  below  his  mill,  and  thereby  flooded  and  overflowed  his  mill, 
so  as  to  greatly  damage  it.  The  defendant  pleaded  the  general 
issue.  Several  exceptions  are  taken  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
on  the  trial  below.  The  first  exception  relates  to  the  decision  of 
the  Court  in  admitting  the  title  deeds  of  the  defendant  to  be  read  in 
evidence,  and  rejecting  those  of  the  plaintiff.  It  does  not  clearly 
appear  from  the  bill  of  exceptions  upon  what  grounds  the  Court 
refused  to  permit  the  plaintiflt*  to  give  in  evidence  his  title  to  the 
land  on  which  his  mill  was  erected  ;  but  as  possession  is  sufiicient  to 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  his  action,  and  as  the  correctness  or 
incorrectness  of  the  rejection  of  his  title  papers  cannot  be  deter- 
mined from  the  facts  disclosed,  we  give  no  opinion  on  this  point. 

The  instructions  which  the  Court  gave  to  the  jury,  and  its  refu- 
sal to  give  such  as  were  asked  for  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff, 
are  also  assigned  for  error.  The  instructions  asked  for  by  the 
plaintiff  were :  "That,  if  the  jury  believed,  from  the  testimony,  that 
the  water  from  the  defendant's  mill  dam  flooded  the  wheel  of  the 
plaintiff,  they  are  bound  to  find  for  the  plaintiff  the  amount  of 
damages  proved  to  have  been  sustained  by  him ;  and  that  it  is 
immaterial  in  this  case  which  party  commenced  work  or  finished  his 
mill  first,  unless  they  further  believe  that  the  defendant  had  a  right, 
by  prescription  or  otherwise,  to  flood  the  water  as  aforesaid." 

This  instruction  the  Court  refused  to  give,  but  instructed  the  jury, 
"That  he  who  first  occupies  the  site  and  constructs  a  mill  and 
dam  will  be  entitled  to  the  use  of  as  much  water  as  will  turn  his 
wheels,  if  the  privilege  will  a,fford  it,  noth withstanding  he  may,  by 
such  occupation,  render  useless  the  privilege  of  another,  either 
above  or  below  him,  upon  the  same  stream  ;"  and  further,  "That 
upon  legal  principles  every  person  has  an  equal  right  to  the  use  of 
the  water  flowing  through  his  land,  and  to  use  it  in  a  reasonable 
manner  only  ;  and  if  they  shall  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the 
defendant  used  the  water  in  an  unreasonable  manner,  and  the  plaint- 
iff is  injured  by  it,  then  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  such  damages  as 
he  may  have  proved ;  but  that  the  law  does  not  afibrd  a  remedy 
for  every  trifling  inconvenience  which  another  may  be  put  to,  by 
the  reasonable  exercise  of  one's  own  right."  The  Court  also 
instructed  the  jury,  "  That,  if  they  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that 
the  phiintifif  could  raise  his  wheels,  so  as  to  avoid  the  injury  occa- 
sioned by  the  back  water,  and  still  employ  his  head  water  to  every 
advantage,    they    will   find  for  the  defendant;  or  if  the  defend- 
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ant  could  use  his  privilege  to  every  advantage  by  lowering  his  dam 
or  wheel,  so  as  to  lessen  or  prevent  the  back  water,  then  for  the 
phxintiff." 

The  Court  erred  in  refusing  the  instructions  asked  for,  and  also 
in  those  which  it  gave. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  instructions  asked  for  by  the  plaintiff 
that  the  defendant  can  object  to;  they  were  pertinent  to  the  case, 
and  such  as  the  plaintiff  had  a  legal  right  to  require  of  the  Court. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  every  flowing  back,  or  throwing  water 
upon  the  land  of  another,  is  such  an  act  as  entitles  the  individual 
injured  to  his  action;  and  although  the  act  of  the  one  person  may 
be  in  itself  lawful,  yet,  if  in  its  consequences  it  necessarily  damages 
the  property  of  another,  the  party  occasioning  the  damage  is  liable 
to  make  reparation  commensurate  to  the  injury  he  has  caused ;  as 
when  one  man  builds  his  house  so  close  to  another's  land  as  to 
throw  the  water  from  the  roof  of  his  house  upon  the  land  of  his 
neighbor.  In  this  case  the  erection  of  the  house  was  lawful  in 
itself,  but  became  unlawful  by  reason  of  the  injury  resulting  to 
another.  Upon  the  same  principle,  although  the  erection  of  the 
dam  of  the  defendant  was  not  unlawful  ^er  se^  yet,  as  in  its  conse- 
quences it  abridged  the  rights  and  damaged  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  defendant  is  responsible  to  him  for  the  consequences. 

Most  of  the  instructions  which  the  Court  gave  are  inapplicable 
to  the  case,  but,  so  far  as  they  do  apply,  they  are  wrong.  Tlie 
judge  said  that  "  He  who  first  occupies  the  site,  and  completes  a 
mill  and  dam,"  &c.  This  is  incorrect.  By  building  a  mill  dam 
one  does  not  acquire  any  right  whatever  to  overflow  the  land 
of  his  neighbor,  whether  his  neighbor  has  a  mill  or  not.  Every 
one  must  so  use  his  own  property  as  not  to  injure  another. 

The  remainder  of  the  instructions  we  consider  as  entirely 
irrelevant  and  inapplicable  to  the  case  on  trial,  and  consequently 
ought  not  to  have  been  given,  as  they  were  calculated  to  mis- 
lead the  jury.  The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  therefore 
reversed  with  costs,  and  the  case  remanded  to  be  retried  in 
conformity  with  this  opinion. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Aaron  White  and  Edward  White,  appellants,  v.  Alex- 
ander Martin,   appellee. 

Appeal  from  Hancock. 

Where  the  Court,  beinp;  about  to  adjonm  for  the  day,  directed  a  jury,  if  they  should 
agree,  to  wal  up  tlw-ir  v(M-(lift  and  deliver  it  to  the  clerk,  and  then  disperMi ;  and 
tlie  jury,  shortly  after  the  Court  udjourued,  sealed  up  a  piece  of  paper  upou  which 
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was  written  that  they  could  not  agree,  and  handed  it  to  the  clerk,  and  dispersed: 
Held,  that  their  conduct  was  a  gross  violation  of  their  duty- 
In  the  same  case  the  jury  were  called  in  the  morning,  and  the  parties  asked  whether 
they  had  any  objection  to  their  returning  again  to  find  a  verdict.  The  plaintiff  said 
he  had  not,  but  the  defendants  said  they  were  willing  they  should  be  discharged, 
as  they  were  the  best  judges  whether  they  could  agree  or  not.  The  Court  directed 
the  jury  to  retire,  and  they  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff:  Held,  that  the  pro- 
ceedings were  irregular,  on  account  of  the  misconduct  of  the  jury,  and  that  the 
judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below  at  the  September 
terin,  1839,  before  the  Hon.  Peter  Lott.  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendants  appealed  to  this  Court. 

Cyrus  Walker,  for  the  appellant. 

A.  Williams,  for  the  appellee. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court :  (1) 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Hancock  county,  by  Alexander  Martin  against  Aaron  and  Edward 
White.  Issue  was  joined  between  the  parties,  and  the  cause  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury.  The  Court  directed  the  jury,  in  case  of  agree- 
ment, to  seal  up  their  verdict,  deliver  it  to  the  clerk,  and  disperse, 
and  then  adjourned  Court  till  next  morning.  The  jury,  after  the 
Court  adjourned,  delivered  a  sealed  paper  to  the  clerk,  and  dis- 
persed. The  paper,  when  opened  the  next  morning,  stated  that 
the  jury  could  not  agree.  The  Court  called  the  jury,  asked 
the  parties  if  they  had  any  objection  to  the  jury's  retiring  again 
to  find  a  verdict.  The  plaintiff  consented.  The  defendants  said 
they  were  willing  the  jury  should  be  discharged,  as  they  were  the 
best  judges  whether  they  could  agree  or  not.  The  Court  directed 
the  jury  to  retire  to  consider  of  their  verdict.  Subsequently 
the  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  The  defendants 
moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  on  the  ground  that  the  jury  had 
misbehaved  in  dispersing ;  but  the  Court  overruled  the  motion  and 
the  defendants  excepted.  The  Court  erred  in  refusing  to  set  aside 
the  verdict  of  the  jury. 

The  parties  in  the  suit  agreed  that  the  jury  should  seal  up  their 
verdict  and  hand  it  to  the  clerk  ;  but  instead  of  pursuing  that 
course,  they  sealed  up  a  paper  which  stated  that  they  could  not 
agree,  and  delivered  it  to  the  clerk,  and  then  dispersed.  This  was 
a  gross  violation  of  their  duty  as  jurors  Such  conduct  can 
receive  no  countenance  from  this  Court.  Its  inevitable  tendency 
is  to  destroy  the  purity  of  trial  by  jury.  For  these  reasons  the 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Hancock  County  is  reversed 
with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded,  and  a  venire  de  novo  awarded. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(I)  Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  dissented  from  the  opinion  of  the  Court  in  this  case,  on 
the  ground  that  there  was  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  except  to  the  conduct  of  the  jury,  by 
not  making  the  objection  when  the  irregularity  occurred. 
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Ripley  E.  W.  Adams,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Rufus  Colton, 
defendant  in  error. 

:Error  to  Will 

Where,  in  aii  action  of  aeBiimpeit,  the  defendant  made  affidavit  that  he  could  not  wifely 
proceed  to  trial  without  the  testimony  of  an  absent  witnesB ;  and  that  he  expected  to 
prove  by  said  witness  that  the  "  plaintiff  was  to  give  said  defendant  $150  for  one-half 
of  the  claim  mentioned  in  said  defendant's  account  of  set-off;  and  that  a  suluxjena 
issued  to  the  sheriff  of  DeKalb  county,  in  which  the  witness  had  formerly  residecJ,  and 
said  defendant  had  been  informed  by  the  coroner  of  said  county  that  there  was  no 
eheritf  of  sjiid  county,  and  that  the  coroner  received  the  subpoena,  and  made  search  for 
the  witness  but  could  not  find  him,  as  he  had  removed  from  the  county  unknown  to  the 
defendant ;  and  that  the  defendant  knew  of  no  other  witness  whose  attendance  could 
be  procured  at  the  term  of  Uie  Court  then  sitting,  by  whom  he  could  prove  the  same 
facts ;  and  that  he  expected  to  procure  the  attendance  of  the  witness  at  the  next  term, 
and  that  the  affidavit  was  not  made  for  delay,  but  that  justice  might  be  done  ;  and 
moved  the  Court  for  a  continuance  of  the  cause,  which  the  Court  denied.  Held,  that 
the  decision  was  erroneous. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  commenced  by  Colton  against 
Adams,  in  the  Will  Circuit  Court.  The  defendant  pleaded  the 
general  issue,  and  gave  notice  of  set-off  at  the  September  term, 
1837,  and  the  cause  was  continued  from  terra  to  term  until  April 
term,  1838,  when  the  cause  was  tried.  Before  the  jury  was  called 
at  said  April  term,  the  defendant  moved  for  a  continuance,  upon 
the  following  affidavit  : 

"  R  E.  W.  Adams,  being  duly  sworn,  on  oath,  says,  that  Joel 
Jenks  is  an  important  witness,  on  the  part  of  the  above  defendant, 
in  the  trial  of  the  above  cause,  and  that  he  cannot  safely  proceed 
to  trial  without  his  testimony ;  and  that  he  expects  to  prove  by 
said  Jenks  that  said  plaintiff  was  to  give  said  defendant  $150 
for  one-half  of  the  claim  mentioned  in  said  defendant's  account  of 
set-off;  and  this  deponent  further  says  that  a  subpoena  was  issued 
to  the  sheriff  of  De  Kalb  county,  in  which  Jenks  had  formerly 
been  residing,  and  this  deponent  is  now  informed  by  the  coroner 
of  said  county  that  there  is  no  sheriff  in  said  county,  and  that  he, 
said  coroner,  received  the  said  subpoena  and  made  search  for  said 
Jenks,  but  could  not  find  him — he  having  removed  from  said 
county — which  was  unknown  to  sard  deponent  And  this  depo- 
nent says  he  knows  of  no  person  whose  attendance  can  be  pro- 
cured at  this  term  of  the  Court,  by  whom  he  can  prove  said  facts, 
and  this  deponent  further  says,  that  he  expects  to  be  able  to  pro- 
cure his  attendance  at  next  term.  And  this  application  is  not 
made  for  delay,  but  that  justice  may  be  done. 

(Signed)    R  E.  W.  ADAMS. 

"  Sworn  and  subscribed  before  me  this  ) 
11th  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1838.  f 

Levi  Jenks,  Clerk 
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The  Court  overruled  the  motion,  and  defendant  excepted. 

The  subpoena  for  the  witness  referred  to  in  the  above  affidavit 
was  issued  on  the  7th  day  of  March,  A.  D.  1838. 

The  cause  being  submitted  to  the  jury,  a  verdict  was  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff  for  $422.70^. 

Thereupon  the  defendant  moved  the  court  for  a  new  trial,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  said  defendant  had  discovered  new  and  mate- 
rial evidence  since  the  trial  of  the  cause,  and  to  sustain  said 
motion  read  the  following  affidavit,  to  wit : 

"  R.  E.  W.  Adams,  the  defendant,  being  duly  sworn,  on  oath, 
says,  that  since  the  trial  of  the  above  cause  he  has  discovered 
new  testimony,  which  was  unknown  to  this  affiant  before  and  at 
the  time  of  said  trial,  which  testimony  is  that  of  Josiah  Beaumont 
of  said  county  of  Will,  by  whom  said  affiant  can  prove  that  he, 
the  said  Beaumont,  soon  after  the  delivery  of  the  barrel  at  said 
affiant's  store,  which  is  charged  in  said  plaintiff's  account  as  white 
lead,  he,  said  Beaumont,  procured  at  said  affiant's  store  a  small 
quantity  of  the  article  contained  in  said  barrel,  supposing  the 
same  to  be  white  lead,  to  be  used  for  painting,  and  found  the 
same  to  be  whiting,  and  not  white  lead,  and  that  the  same  was 
damaged  and  worthless,  and  said  affiant  further  says  that  said  Beau- 
mont procured  said  article  at  his  store  during  the  absence  of  said 
affiant,  and  that  he,  said  affiant,  did  not  know  the  fact  until  this 
morning;  and  this  affiant  further  says,  that  Sydney  S.  Barnes,  a 
painter,  late  of  said  county,  examined  the  contents  of  said  barrel 
at  the  store  of  the  plaintiff,  before  the  delivery  thereof  to  said 
affiant,  and  found  the  same  to  be  whiting,  but  that  said  Barnes,  by 
whom  this  affiant  expected  to  prove  said  fact,  died  about  four 
weeks  before  the  sitting  of  this  Court,  and  that  before  and  during 
the  trial  of  this  cause  said  affiant  knew  of  no  one  by  whom  he 
could  prove  this  fact,  and  that  he  has  since  discovered  that  he  can 
establish  it  by  the  oath  of  said  Beaumont,  who  is  a  credible  wit- 
ness ;  and  further  saith  not.  R.  E.  W.  ADAMS. 

"  Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me  this 
11th  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1838. 

Levi  Jenks,  Clerh.''' 

The  Court  overruled  said  motion,  and  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  proceedings  were  had  in  the  Court  below,  before  the  Hon. 
John  Pearson. 

The  cause  was  brought  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error.  The 
errors  assigned  are  the  refusal  of  the  Court  to  grant  the  motions 
for  a  continuance  and  for  a  new  trial. 

J.  C.  Newkirk  and  J.  Butterfield,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
cited  2  Wm.  Black.,  955;  7  Price,  677;  2  Caines,  155  ;  3  Caines, 
182  ;  18  Johns.,  489  ;  7  Mass.,  255  ;  2  Binney,  582. 


SPRINGFIELD.  73 


AdaiiiH  V.  Coltou. 


Mr.  Batterfiokl  said,  at  common  law,  the  questions  which  arise 
on  a  motion  for  a  continuance  on  account  of  the  absence  of  a  wit- 
ness are : 

1.  Is  the  witness  material? 

2.  lias  the  defendant  been  guilty  of  laches  ? 

3.  Can  the  witness  be  procured  at  the  next  term  ? 

3  Johns.  Dig.,  498  ;   7  Cowen,  369. 
Our  statute  only  alters  the  common  law  in  requiring  facts  to  be 
set  out. 

Uei  Osgood,  for  the  defendant  in  error  : 

Granting  or  refusing  continuances  or  new  trials  rests  in  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  Court.  Sawyer  v.  Stephenson,  Breese, 
6 ;  Cornelius  v.  Boucher,  Breese,  12  ;  Clemson  v.  Kruper,  Breese, 
162;  Collins  i;.  Claypole,  Breese,  164  ;  Street  v.  Blue,  Breese,  201 ; 
Adams  et  al.  v.  Smith,  Breese,  221 ;  Vernon  et  al.  v.  May,  Breese, 
229;  Littleton  v.  Moses,  Breese's  App.,  9;  Harmison  v.  Clark 
et  al,  1  Scam.,  131 ;  Smith  et  al.  v.  Shultz,  1  Scam. ;  4  Wheat., 
213;  7  Wheat,  248;  5  Cranch,  11,  187;  R  L.,  491,492,  §  20; 
Gale's  Stat.,  533. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  assiwnpszY  brought  by  Rufus  Colton  against 
Ripley  E.  W.  Adams,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Will  county.  At 
the  April  term,  1838,  the  defendant  made  an  application  for  a  con- 
tinuance founded  in  his  affidavit  of  the  absence  of  Joel  Jenks,  a 
material  witness,  who  resided  in  DeKalb  county,  to  which  county 
a  subpoena  was  issued  and  sent  on  the  7th  of  March,  1838,  and 
returned  not  found,  the  said  witness  having,  without  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  defendant,  removed  from  that  county.  The  affidavit 
stated  that  the  defendant  expected  to  prove,  by  said  witness,  an 
item  of  $150,  in  the  defendant's  account  of  set-off;  that  he 
expected  to  be  able  to  procure  the  attendance  of  the  witness  at  the 
next  term ;  that  he  knew  of  no  other  witness  by  whom  he  could 
prove  the  same  fact ;  and  that  the  affidavit  was  not  made  for  delay. 
The  motion  was  overruled  by  the  Court. 

This  affidavit  clearly  shows  that  every  requisite  of  the  statute 
was  complied  with,  for  the  purpose  of  getting  the  cause  con- 
tinued. Diligence  has  been  used  ;  the  name  and  residence  of  the 
witness,  and  what  particular  fact  to  be  proved  —  all  these  facts 
appear  in  the  affidavit. 

The  Court  erred  in  refusing  to  continue  the  cause.  The  judg- 
ment of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Will  county  is  reversed  with  costs, 
and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial.(l) 

Jttdgment  reversed. 

(1)  R.  L.,  489,  §  11 ;   Gtile's  Stat.,  531,  540 ;  Acts  of  July,  1837,  109,  ^  2. 
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Danlel  Wann,  impleaded,  &c.,  appellant,  v.  Richaed 
H.  McGooN,  appellee. 

Appeal  from  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Alton. 

The  defendant,  after  demurrer  to  his  pleas  has  been  sustained,  by  asking  leave  to  plead,  and 
filing  additional  pleas,  waives  his  first  pleas,  and  cannot  assign  for  error  the  decision 
of  the  Court  in  relation  to  them.  So,  also,  bjr  filing  a  rejoinder  to  a  replication  which 
he  has  demurred  to,  and  which  has  been  sustained,  he  virtually  waives  and  withdraws 
his  demurrer. 

Where  a  defendant  was  arrested  upon  a  capias  ad  respondendum  issued  apon  an  insuf- 
ficient aflidavit,  and  gave  bail,  and  upon  motion  to  dismiss  the  suit  on  that  account,  the 
Court  directed  the  bail  bond  to  be  canceled,  and  that  the  motion  to  dismiss  be  over- 
ruled, and  that  the  defendant  be  ruled  to  plead.  Held,  that  the  Court  did  not  err  in 
refusing  to  dismiss  the  suit,  and  that  the  capias  stood  in  the  nature  of  a  summons  ;  and 
the  arrest  being  equivalent  to  a  service  of  a  summons,  the  defendant  was  bound  to 
appear  and  answer  the  declaration. 

A  plea  to  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  alleging  that  the  consideration  of  the  note 
was  certain  lands,  in  relation  to  which  the  plaintiff  made  certain  false  and  fraudulent 
representations,  which  induced  the  defendant  to  purchase  the  same,  is  defective,  unless 
it  sets  forth  a  particular  description  of  the  lands. 

A  plea  to  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  given  for  certain  lands,  alleged  that  the  plaint- 
iff had  no  good  and  indefeasible  estate  in  the  lands  of  which  he  represented  himself 
seized,  and  also  averred  that  he  had  a  wife  who  was  entitled  to  dower  out  of  the  estate 
in  the  lands  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  seized,  contrary  to  his  representation  that  he 
had  no  wife  in  being :  Held,  that  these  were  inconsistent  averments,  and  the  plea  was 
bad  for  duplicity. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  commenced  by  McGoon  against 
the  appellant,  in  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Alton,  on  a 
promissory  note  for  $5,000,  on  which  there  was  a  credit,  before 
bringing  the  suit,  of  $604.61.  The  note  was  dated  at  Galena, 
Illinois,  October  15th,  1836. 

Upon  the  affidavit  of  McGoon,  the  defendant  was  held  to  bail 
in  the  sum  of  $4,500.  At  the  return  term  of  the  process  the 
defendant  moved  to  dismiss  the  suit  on  account  of  defects  in  the 
affidavit  upon  which  the  capias  was  issued.  Upon  the  hearing 
of  the  motion,  the  Court  adjudged  that  the  bail  bond  taken  in  said 
cause  be  canceled,  and  that  the  motion  to  dismiss  said  suit  be 
overruled,  and  that  the  said  defendant,  on  whom  the  process  was 
served,  be  ruled  to  plead  as  on  common  bail.  The  defendant  then 
pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  four  special  pleas.  The  plaintiff 
joined  issue  on  the  first  plea,  and  filed  special  demurrers  to  the 
special  pleas.  The  demurrers  were  sustained,  and  judgment  of 
respondeat  ouster  rendered.  The  defendant  then  filed  six  special 
pleas;  and  the  plaintiff  demurred  specially  to  each. 

This  Court  sustained  the  special  demurrers  as  to  the  2d  and  5th 
special  pleas,  and  overruled  the  demurrer  as  to  the  3d,  4th,  6th,  and 
7th.  To  the  replication  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  said  8d,  4th,  6th 
and  7th  special  pleas,  the  defendant  interposed  a  general  demur- 
rer, which  was  overruled  by  the  Court.      Thereupon  the  defend- 
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ant  filed  a  rejoinder,  and  the  cause  was  continued  to  the  April  term 
of  said  Court,  at  which  last  mentioned  term  judgment  was  ren- 
dered on  a  verdict  of  a  jury  for  the  plaintiff  for  $4,687.96. 
The  proceedings  were  had  before  Hon.  William  Martin. 

The  defendant  appealed  to  this  Court,  and  assigned  for  error, 
1st,  That  the  Court  erred  in  refusing  to  quash  the  writ;  2d,  That 
the  Court  erred  in  sustaining  the  plaintiff's  demurrer  to  the  2d, 
3d,  4th,  and  5th  pleas  first  filed  in  the  said  cause  in  the  Court 
below;  8d,  The  Court  erred  in  sustaining  the  plaintiff's  special 
demurrer  to  the  2d  and  5th  pleas  of  the  defendant  lastly  pleaded  ; 
4th,  The  Court  erred  in  overruling  the  defendant's  demurrer  to  the 
plaintiff's  replication. 

The  2d  and  4th  pleas,  last  mentioned,  were  as  follows : 

2.  "  And  for  further  plea  in  this  behalf,  the  said  defendant,  Dan- 
iel Wann,  impleaded,  &c.,  says  actio,  non,  because  he  says  that  at  the 
time  when,  &c.,  there  was  fraud,  circumvention,  and  deceit  in 
obtaining  the  said  note  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  in  this,  to 
wit,  that  on  the  said  15th  day  of  October,  A.  D.  1836,  the  said  plaint- 
iff represented  to  this  defendant  and  his  co-defendants  that  he  was 
the  owner  and  possessor  of  certain  real  estate  situated  in  Iowa 
county,  Wisconsin  Territory,  and  also  that  he,  the  said  plaintiff, 
was  the  owner  and  proprietor  of  certain  other  lands  and  real  estate 
situated  in  Jo  Daviess  county,  Illinois,  and  that  the  said  lands  and 
real  estate  aforesaid  were  of  great  value,  and  that  the  same  were 
mineral  lands,  and  further  represented  to  this  defendant  and  his  co- 
defendants  that  the  said  lands  and  real  estate  had  upon  the  same 
large  mines  of  lead  and  copper  ore  and  mineral,  and  that  its  value 
was,  by  reason  of  such  represented  mines  of  lead  and  copper  ore 
and  mineral,  greatly  enhanced  in  value,  and  the  said  plaintiff,  at 
the  time,  proposed  and  offered  to  sell  said  lands  and  real  estate  to 
this  defendant  and  his  co-defendants ;  and  this  defendant  avers,  that, 
from  the  representations  aforesaid,  he  was  induced  to  purchase 
the  said  lands,  and  did,  with  his  co-defendants,  purchase  said  lands, 
and  gave  their  said  promissory  note  for  the  consideration  and  price 
of  said  lands ;  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  this  defendant  avers 
that  the  said  representations  aforesaid,  made  by  the  plaintiff  as 
aforesaid,  were  false  and  fraudulent,  and  that  the  plaintiff  at  the 
time  aforesaid  well  knew  his  said  representations  were  false  and 
fraudulent.  And  this  defendant  avers  that  the  representations 
made  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  great  value  of  said  lands,  and  that  they 
had  mineral  upon  the  same,  as  set  forth  aforesaid,  were  the  only 
inducements  that  led  the  defendants  to  make  the  purchase  of  said 
lands,  and  give  their  note  therefor,  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify." 

5.  "  And  for  further  plea  in  this  behalf,  this  defendant  says 
actio,  non^  because  he  says  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  15th 
day  of  October,  A.  D.  1836,  the  said  plaintiff  offered  to  sell  to 
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this  defendant  and  his  co-defendants,  certain  lands  situated  in  the 
county  of  Iowa,  Territory  of  Wisconsin,  and  represented  that 
he  had  a  good  and  indefeasible  title  to  the  same ;  that  he  was  an 
unmarried  man,  and  had  no  wife  who  could  be  entitled  to  dower  in 
said  lands.  And  this  defendant  avers  that  the  representations  so 
made  by  the  plaintiff  and  set  forth  in  this  plea  were  the  only 
inducements  that  led  the  defendant  and  his  co-defendants  to  buy 
said  lands.  And  this  defendant  and  his  co-defendants,  relying  on 
the  representations  so  made,  did  buy  said  lands  and  give  their  nole 
to  said  plaintiff  for  the  same,  which  is  the  same  note  on  which 
this  suit  is  brought ;  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  plaintiff, 
at  the  time  when,  &c.,  well  knew  that  his  representations  so  made 
as  aforesaid  were  false  and  fraudulent,  and  well  knew  that  he  was 
a  married  man,  and  had  a  wife  who  was  entitled  to  dower  in  said 
lands  by  the  laws  of  said  territory,  and  that  the  fraud,  misrepre- 
sentation and  circumvention  used  by  the  said  plaintiff,  to  induce 
this  defendant  and  his  co-defendants  to  buy  said  lands,  and  give 
their  note  therefor,  consisted  in  this,  to  wit,  that  said  plaintiff,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  had  no  good  and  indefeasible  title  to  said  lands, 

and  that  he  had  a  wife  by  the  name  of ■  McGoon,  then  living, 

who,  by  the  laws  of  Wisconsin  Territory,  was,  and  still  is,  entitled 
to  receive,  hold  and  occupy  one-third  of  the  said  real  estate  in 
right  of  her  dower  to  the  same,  and  so  the  said  defendant  says  the 
said  note  was  obtained  without  any  good  or  valuable  consideration, 
and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify." 

A.  CowLES  and  J.  M.  Krum,  for  the  appellants,  cited  19  Johns., 
170;  R.  L.,  488,  title  ''Practice;''  2  Wend.,  630  ;  K  Y.  Dig.,  title 
''Practice  ;  "  Munn  v.  Conley,  4  Cowen,  148 ;  Yanderpool  v.  Wright, 
1  Cowen,  209;  1  Paine  &  Duer's'Pract.,  395;  1  Tidd's  Pract., 
263;  3  Cranch,  498;  Steph.  Plead.,  158;  1  Cliit.  Plead.,  507, 
511,  512,  513,  523,  565;  18  Johns.,  28;  20  Johns.,  204;  1 
Saund.,  28,  n.  3  and  14;  4  East.,  503,  504  ;  10  Johns.,  389,  391  ; 
Breese  and  the  decisions  of  the  S.  0.  since. 

J.  Shields  and  Gr.  P.  Koerner,  for  the  appellees,  cited 
Breese,  3  ;  3  Cranch,  496 ;  R.  L.,  65,  §  6 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  50 ;  1  Bac. 
Abr.,  328,  title  "Bail;'  B. ;  2  Wilson,  225;  1  Burr.,  332 ;  7  Term 
R.,  375,  377;  1  East,  81,  330;  1  Bos.  &  Pd.,  132;  Appendix 
to  Sellon's  Pract.,  "  letter"  E,  663;  Chrisman  et  al.  v.  Matthews,  1 
Scam.,  148. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 
Two  grounds  of  error  have  been  assigned  in  this  case,  which 
it  is  necessary  to  notice  particularly,  the  second  and  fourth 
being  evidently  no  grounds  of  error.  It  appears  by  the  record,  that, 
after  the  plaintiff's  demurrer  to  the  2d,  3d,  4th,  and  5th  pleas  had 
been  sustamed,  the  defendant  asked  leave  to  plead  over,  and  did 
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actually  file  six  new  pleas ;  he  therefore  has  no  right  now  to 
question  the  decision  on  the  demurrer.  On  the  fourth  ground 
he  is  equally  unfortunate.  After  demurring  to  the  plaintiff"'s  rep- 
lications, he  filed  a  general  rejoinder  to  the  replications,  and 
thereby  virtually  waived  and  withdrew  his  demurrers ;  and  no 
question  can  be  now  made  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  replications.(«) 
The  first  error  assigned  is  that  the  Municipal  Court  erred  in  not 
dismissing  the  suit  on  the  motion  of  the  defendant  in  the  Court 
below  ;  the  second  that  the  Court  erred  in  sustaining  the  demur- 
rers to  the  2d  and  5th  pleas  of  the  defendant  Wann,  secondly 
pleaded.  On  the  first  exception  I  am  inclined  to  the  opinion,  that, 
although  the  Municipal  Court  discharged  the  defendant  from  his 
'liability  on  the  special  bail  bond,  on  filing  common  bail,  and  thus 
virtually  from  the  arrest,  it  did  not  err  in  refusing  to  dismiss  the 
suit.  The  capias  stood  in  the  nature  of  a  summons  ;(6)  and  the 
arrest  being  equivalent  to  a  service  of  it  he  was  bound  to  appear 
and  answer  the  declaration.  As  regards  the  2d  and  5th  pleas  I 
perceive  no  objection  to  the  decision.  The  second  plea  is  radically 
defective  in  not  describing  the  real  estate  specially  and  certainly 
which  the  plea  charges  the  plaintiff  McGoon  represented  him- 
self the  owner  of.  Its  precise  locality  should  have  been  given,  so 
that  the  plaintiff  might  have  known  certainly  what  lands  he  was 
charged  with  having  misrepresented,  and  for  the  sale  of  which  the 
note  sued  on  is  alleged  to  have  been  the  consideration.  As  the 
plea  stands,  from  its  entire  general  character  it  would  have 
enabled  the  defendant  to  have  given  evidence  of  any  lands  sit- 
uated in  the  county  of  Iowa,  in  Wisconsin  Territory,  and  in  Jo 
Daviess  county  in  this  State ;  and  of  this  the  plaintiff  could 
have  no  knowledge  until  the  evidence  was  produced.  The  sur- 
prise that  this  would  have  produced  on  the  plaintiff*  can  be  as  well 
imagined  as  its  injustice  would  be  apparent. 

The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  accurate  description  of  the 
identical  lands,  and  the  defendant,  having  it  entirely  in  his  power 
to  afford  this  description,  should  have  set  it  out  in  his  plea ;  not 
having  done  so  the  plea  is  bad.  As  for  the  5th  plea,  it  is  bad  for 
duplicity.  It  affirms  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  good  and  indefeasi- 
ble estate  in  the  lands  of  which  he  represented  himself  seized  ; 
and  afterwards  avei's  that  he  had  a  wife  who  was  entitled  to  dower 
out  of  the  estate  in  the  lands  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  seized, 
contrary  to  his  representation  that  he  had  no  wife  in  being. 
These  are  certainly  inconsistent  allegations.  The  plea  is  mani- 
festly bad,  being  double.  There  was  no  error,  then,  in  sustaining 
the  demurrer.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  should  be 
affirmed  with  costs, 

Judgm ent  affirmed. 

[a)  Dickhut  V.  Dnrrell,  11  111.  R.,  85,  and  note. 
(6)  Bruner  v.  Ingrabum,  1  Scam.  R.,  567 
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Abraham    Brookbank,    plaintiff    in    error,   v.   Joseph 
Smith,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Bureau. 

The  statute  requiring  the  parties  to  produce,  on  a  trial  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  ail 
their  claims  not  exceeding  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  precludes  the  plaintiff  from 
exhibiting  other  and  different  claims,  in  the  Circuit  Court  on  appeal,  than  those  pro- 
duced and  relied  on  before  the  justice. (a) 

An  exception  cannot  be  taken  to  the  opinion  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  granting  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial ;  it  is  only  to  a  decision  overruling  and  refusing  such  a  motion  that  an 
exception  can  be  taken. 

On  the  16th  of  March,  1838,  the  plaintiff  commenced  a  suit  • 
against  the  defendant,  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Bureau 
county,  who  rendered  a  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  $7.50 
and  costs  of  suit.  The  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  Circuit  Court,  and 
filed  a  new  bill  of  particulars,  embracing  the  account  filed  before 
the  justice,  together  with  additional  items  amounting  to  $21.45, 
The  Court,  on  motion  of  the  defendant's  counsel,  rejected  all  of 
the  additional  items ;  and  at  the  June  term,  1838,  the  Hon.  Dan 
Stone  presiding,  a  judgment  for  $1.25,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
was  rendered,  a  new  trial  granted,  and  the  cause  continued.  At 
the  March  term,  1839,  the  Hon.  Thomas  Ford  presiding,  the  cause 
was  again  tried.  On  this  trial  the  plaintiff  offered  evidence  to 
prove  all  the  items  of  his  bill  of  particulars,  as  originally  filed  in 
the  Circuit  Court,  which  evidence  the  Court  rejected,  and  gave 
judgment  for  the  defendant  for  six  cents. 

The  plaintiff  excepted  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  and  brought 
the  cause  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error,  and  assigned  for  error 
both  of  the  decisions  of  the  Court  below. 

O.  Peters,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  cited  McKinney  v.  Finch, 
1  Scam.,  152;  Thompson  et  al.  v.  Hatch,  3  Pick.,  512-16; 
Howe's  Pract.,  1,  2 ;  and  contended  that  a  bill  of  particulars  is 
always  amendable,  where  the  amendment  will  further  the  ends  of 
justice.  4  Co  wen,  503. 

N.  H.  Purple,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
We  have  no  doubt  that  the  Circuit  Court  decided  correctly  in 
rejecting  the  evidence  offered  under  the  additional  bill  of  particu- 
lars filed  in  the  Circuit  Court. 

The  statute  requiring  the  parties  to  produce,  on  the  trial  before 
the  justice,  all  their  claims  certainly  precluded  the  plaintiff  exhib- 
iting other  and  different  claims,  in  the  Circuit  Court,  than  those 
produced  and  relied  on  at  the  trial  before  the  justice. 

[a)  But  see  Waterman  v.  Bristol,  1  Gil.  R.,  597  ;  and  as  to  defendants,  Webb?;.  Lasater, 
4  Scam.  R.,  547. 
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The  error  said  to  arise  from  granting  a  new  trial  cannot  be 
signed  for  error,  not  merely  because  the  exception  was  not  made 
at  the  term  at  which  it  was  granted,  but  because  it  could  at  no 
time,  because  of  error,  according  to  the  principles  of  the  common 
law,  or  the  practice  of  the  courts. 

The  statute  allowing  exceptions  to  the  decisions  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  on  grounds  heretofore  decided  not  to  be  reviewable  in  this 
Court,  because  the  Circuit  Court  had,  in  those  cases,  only  exer- 
cised a  legal  discretion,  does  not  embrace  the  present  case.  It  is 
only  for  overruling  and  refusing  applications  for  new  trial  that 
exceptions  are  allowed,  and  made  causes  which  may  be  assigned 
for  error  in  this  Court,  not  for  granting  them.  The  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  is  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Alexander  P.  Field,  appellant,  v.  The  People  of  the 
State  of  Illinois,  ex  relatione  John  A.  McClernand, 
appellees. 

Appeal  from  Fayette. 

The  Constitution  is  a  limitation  upon  the  powers  of  the  legislative  department  of  the 
government;  but  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  grant  of  powers  to  the  other  departments. 
Neither  the  executive  nor  the  judiciary,  thereforCj  can  exercise  any  authority  or  power, 
except  such  as  is  clearly  granted  by  the  Constitution. 

Under  the  Constitution  ot  tue  State  of  Illinois,  the  appointing  power  has  not  the  power 
of  removal  from  office. 

The  Governor  has  not  the  power,  at  his  will  and  pleasure,  to  remove  the  Secretary  of 
State.  When  he  is  once  appointed,  the  power  of  appointment  is  suspended  until  a 
vacancy  occurs. 

A  life  office  cannot  exist  under  the  Constitution  of  Illinois. 

When  the  Constitution  creates  an  office  and  leaves  the  tenure  undefined  and  unlimited, 
the  officer  holds  during  good  behavior,  and  until  the  Legislature,  by  law,  limits  the 
tenure  to  a  term  of  years,  or  authorizes  some  functionary  of  the  government  to  remove 
the  officer  at  will,  or  for  good  cause.  This  power  the  Legislature  has  an  undoubted 
right  to  confer. 

Legislative  construction,  although  entitled  to  great  weight,  is  not  binding  upon  courts. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  when  a  Constitution  gives  a  general  power,  or  enjoins  a  duty,  it 
also  gives,  by  implication,  every  particular  power  necessary  for  the  exercise  of  the 
one,  or  the  performance  of  the  other.  But  this  rule  is  modified  by  this  other  rule,  that, 
where  the  means  for  the  exercise  of  a  granted  power  are  also  given,  no  other  or  dif- 
ferent means  or  powers  can  be  implied  either  on  account  of  convenience,  or  of  being 
more  effectual. 

The  settled  doctrine  is,  that  construction,  for  the  purpose  of  conferring  power,  should  be 
resorted  to  with  great  caution,  and  only  for  the  most  persuasive  reasons. 

The  office  of  Secretary  of  State  is  created  by  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Illinois, 
without  any  limitations  to  its  duration  ;  it  consequently  remains  so  until  the  Legislature 
provides  one. 

Wlien  the  supreme  judicial  tribunal  of  a  State  has  declared  what  the  law  is  on  a  given 
point,  when  the  same  point  comes  again  in  litigation,  all  other  courts  in  the  State  are 
bound  to  conform  to  the  decision. 

Sections  I  and  'Z  of  article  1,  and  section  1  of  article  3,  of  the  State  Constitution,  are  to  be 
regarded  as  merely  declaratory  and  directory,  and  confer  no  specific  powers. 
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This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below  before  the  Hon.  Sid- 
ney Breese.     It  was  very  ably  argued  in  this  Court. 

Cyrus  Walker,  Justin  Butterfield,  A.  P.  Field,  and 
Levi  Davis,  for  the  appellant. 

J.  B.  Thomas,  S.  A.  Douglass,  James  Shields,  and  John  A. 
McClernand,  and  the  Attorney-Greneral,  Wickliffe  Kitchell, 
for  the  appellees. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  the  appointment  of  the  present 
Reporter,  which  fact  will  account  for  the  neglect  to  cite  the 
authorities  presented,  or  a  synopsis  of  the  points  made  on  the 
argument.  None  of  the  counsel  have  furnished  him  with  their 
briefs,  and  the  only  argument  furnished  is  a  newspaper  copy  of 
Mr.  Douglass',  which  is  too  long  to  insert  here,  without  occupying 
too  much  of  the  volume  with  a  single  case. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  following  opinion  : 

This  case  was  brought  into  this  Court  by  appeal.  It  is  an 
information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto,  filed  by  John  A. 
McClernand  against  A.  P.  Field,  to  know  by  what  authority  he 
holds  and  exercises  the  office  of  Secretary  of  State  of  the  State  of 
Illinois.  The  facts  of  the  case  are,  that  Field  was  legally  appointed 
Secretary  of  State,  in  1829,  and  has  continued  in  the  discharge 
of  the  duties  of  said  office  ever  since.  On  the  second  Monday 
of  August,  1838,  Thomas  Carlin  was  elected  Governor  of  the 
State  of  Illinois,  and  on  the  first  day  of  April,  1839,  by  virtue  of 
his  authority  as  Grovernor,  he  appointed  John  A.  McClernand 
Secretary  of  State,  in  the  room  and  place  of  A.  P.  Field,  the 
then  acting  Secretary. 

The  question  presented  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
A.  P.  Field,  the  appellant,  or  J.  A.  McClernand,  is  entitled  to 
the  office  of  Secretary  of  State.  To  the  parties  immediately  before 
the  Court  the  case  is  of  some  interest ;  but  it  derives  its  great 
importance  from  the  fact,  that  the  fundamental  principles  of  the 
government  are  drawn  in  question.  In  deciding  who  is  entitled 
to  the  office  of  Secretary,  it  becomes  necessary  to  decide  whether 
the  Governor  of  this  State  possesses  the  constitutional  power  of 
dismissing  from  office  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  appointing  a 
successor,  at  his  will  and  pleasure.  For,  upon  the  validity  of 
the  Governor's  claim  to  this  power,  depends  the  appellee's  title 
to  the  office  of  Secretary  of  State,  which  he  claims  under  an 
appointment  from  the  Governor. 

The  case,  then,  resolves  itself  into  the  single  question,  Does 
the  Governor  possess  the  constitutional  power  of  removing  from 
office  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  appointing  a  successor,  at  will  ? 

In  deciding  this  question,  recurrence  must  be  had  to  the  Con- 
stitution.    That  furnishes  the  only  rule  by  which  the  Court  can 

(1)  Browne,  JuBtice,  being  connected  by  affinity  with  the  relator,  declined  sitting  in 
this  cause. 
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be  governed.  That  is  the  charter  of  the  Governor's  authority. 
All  the  powers  delegated  to  him  by,  or  in  accordance  with  that 
instrument,  he  is  entitled  to  exercise,  and  no  others.  The  Con- 
stitution is  a  limitation  upon  the  jiowers  of  the  legislative  depart- 
ment of  the  government ;  but  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  grant  of 
powers  to  the  other  department.  Neither  the  executive  nor  the 
judiciary,  therefore,  can  exercise  any  authority  or  power,  except 
such  as  is  clearly  granted  by  the  Constitution. 

In  deciding  upon  the  powers  of  the  Governor,  it  will  be  neces- 
sary to  enquire  how  for  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  relied 
upon  in  support  of  his  claim  of  power  have  received  a  practical 
exposition  by  the  several  departments  of  government.  An  expo- 
sition of  the  Constitution,  so  made,  and  long  acquiesced  in,  as  to 
the  powers  of  the  several  departments  and  functionaries  of  gov- 
ernment, must  prevail,  unless  it  can  be  clearly  shown  to  be  founded 
in  error. 

The  political  axioms  of  other  governments  have  been  referred 
to  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellee.  The  })ractice  of  other  govern- 
ments analogous  to  ours,  in  the  objects  of  their  creation,  in  their 
form,  and  in  their  constitutional  grants  of  executive  power,  are 
certainly  entitled  to  respect,  in  settling  the  unsettled  practice  of 
ours.  But  it  must  be  obvious  that  the  practice  and  maxims  of 
governments  widely  different  from  ours  in  their  character,  and  the 
theory  and  principles  upon  which  they  are  constituted,  must  be 
incongruous  with  ours,  and  inapplicable  to  a  question  involving  the 
powers  and  duties  of  its  functionaries. 

The  practice,  therefore,  of  the  general  government,  which  is 
relied  upon,  and  the  maxims  derived  from  the  British  government, 
that  the  power  of  appointment  to,  and  removal  from,  office,  is  an 
executive  function,  can  be  no  further  applicable  to  our  govern- 
ment than  it  is  made  so  by  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution. 

The  general  government  differs  from  ours  in  its  powers  and 
attributes  ;  and  although  we  have  adopted  the  common  law  of 
England,  we  have  neither  adopted  the  form  of  that  government, 
nor  recognized  the  principles  upon  which  it  is  founded.  Accord- 
ing to  the  theory  of  that  government,  the  king  is  the  sovereign 
power  of  the  State.  When  a  question  of  prerogative,  therefore, 
arises  there,  recurrence  is  had  to  the  charters  of  the  people's  rights 
and  liberties,  to  ascertain  whether  the  right  in  question  has  been 
surrendered  by  the  king  to  the  people ;  and  if  the  grant  cannot 
be  shown,  the  right  is  aeljudged  to  the  king,  upon  the  principle 
that  all  rights  of  which  he  has  not  divested  himself,  by  express 
grant  to  the  people,  come  within  his  prerogative.  But  upon 
the  principle  of  our  government,  that  the  sovereign  power  of  the 
State  resides  in  the  people,  and  that  only  such  powers  as  they 
have  delegated  to  their  functionaries  can  be  exercised,  where  a 
claim  of  power  is  advanced  by  the  executive,  the  question  is, 
Vol.  II.  11       " 
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not  whether  the  power  in  question  has  been  granted  to  the  people, 
but  whether  it  has  been  granted  to  the  executive  ;  and  if  the  grant 
cannot  be  shown,  he  has  no  title  to  the  exercise  of  the  power. 

As  the  right  of  the  Governor  to  remove  the  Secretary  must  be 
granted  by  the  Constitution,  or  it  does  not  exist,  it  therefore 
devolves  upon  those  who  advocate  the  claim  of  the  executive 
power  to  show  the  grant  upon  which  it  is  founded ;  to  point  out 
the  clause  and  section  of  the  Constitution  from  which  it  is  derived. 
How  has  this  been  done?  Has  any  express  grant  been  produced  ? 
No;  it  is  not  pretended  that  any  express  grant  is  to  be  found  in 
the  Constitution.  But  it  is  contended  that  the  power  in  ques- 
tion is  granted  to  the  Governor  by  implication.  That  from  the 
grant  of  other  powers,  this  one  of  removing  the  Secretary  from 
office  is  necessarily  implied,  as  the  means  of  rendering  those  grants 
available  ;  and  the  following  clauses  of  the  Constitution  are  relied 
on  in  support  of  this  position  : 

"  Akt.  1.  Sec.  1.  The  powers  of  the  government  of  the  State 
of  Hlinois  shall  be  divided  into  three  distinct  departments,  and 
each  of  them  be  confided  to  a  separate  body  of  magistracy,  to 
wit:  Those  which  are  legislative  to  one,  those  which  are  execu- 
tive to  another,  and  those  which  are  judiciary  to  another." 

"Sec.  2.  No  person  or  collection  of  persons,  being  one  of 
those  departments,  shall  exercise  any  power  properly  belonging 
to  either  of  the  others,  except  as  hereinafter  expressly  directed  or 
permitted." 

"  Art.  3.  Sec.  1.  The  executive  power  of  the  State  shall  be 
vested  in  a  Governor." 

"  Art.  3.  Sec.  7.  He  [the  Governor]  may  require  information 
in  writing  from  the  officers  in  the  executive  department,  upon  any 
subject  relating  to  the  duties  of  their  respective  offices,  and  shall 
take  care  that  the  laws  be  faithfully  executed." 

"  Art.  3.  Sec.  20,  The  Governor  shall  nominate,  and  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  appoint  a  Secretary  of 
State,  who  shall  keep  a  fair  register  of  the  official  acts  of  the 
Governor,  and,  when  required,  shall  lay  the  same,  and  all  papers, 
minutes  and  vouchers  relative  thereto,  before  either  branch  of  the 
General  Assembly,  and  shall  perform  such  other  duties  as  shall 
be  assigned  him  by  law." 

These  are  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution,  from  which  it  is 
insisted  the  Governor's  power  to  remove  the  Secretary  is  implied. 
It  is  also  claimed,  upon  the  principle  assumed,  that  the  power  of 
removal  is  incidental  to  the  power  of  appointment ;  and  again, 
that  it  is  an  executive  function,  and,  as  such,  belongs  to  the  Gov- 
ernor. 

It  may  be  proper  to  observe,  that  there  is  some  discrepancy 
between  the  views  of  some  of  the  counsel  for  the  appellee  and  those 
of  the  Circuit  Court.     While  they  all  insist  upon  the  authority 
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claimed  in  the  case,  they  do  not  agree  as  to  the  source  from 
which  it  is  derived;  nor  do  tliey  all  carry  the  practical  tipplica- 
tion  of  the  principles  assumed  to  the  extent  claimed  for  them  by 
the  Circuit  Court.  While  some  contend,  with  the  Court  bi!k)vv, 
that  the  Governor's  power  of  removal  extends  to  all  the  officers 
in  the  executive  department,  others  limit  it  to  the  Secretary.  As 
the  opinion  of  the  Circuit  Ctnirt  has  been  published,  and  referred 
to  by  counsel,  I  will,  in  the  examination  of  this  question,  advert 
to  it,  as  containing  the  doctrine  of  the  advocates  of  the  power  of 
removal. 

I  will  examine  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  relied  on,  and 
the  positions  assumed,  in  the  order  in  \^hich  they  are  stated. 

The  first  enquiry,  then,  is,  can  the  power  claimed  by  the  Gov- 
ernor be  implied  from  the  foregoing  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion ?  That  other  powers  than  those  expressly  granted  may  be, 
and  often  are,  conferred  by  implication,  is  too  well  settled  to  be 
doubted.  Under  every  Constitution  the  doctrine  of  implication 
must  be  resorted  to,  in  order  to  carry  out  the  general  grants  of 
power.  A  Constitution  cannot,  from  its  very  nature,  enter  into  a 
minute  speciiication  of  all  the  minor  powers,  naturally  and 
obviously  included  in,  and  flowing  from  the  great  and  important 
ones  which  are  expressly  granted.  It  is  therefore  established  as 
:i  general  rule,  that  when  a  Constitution  gives  a  general  power,  or 
enjoins  a  duty,  it  also  gives,  by  implication,  every  particular  power 
necessary  for  the  exercise  of  the  one,  or  the  performance  of  the 
other.  The  implication  under  this  rule,  however,  must  be  a  neces- 
sary, not  a  conjectural  or  argumentative  one.  And  it  is  further 
modified  by  tinother  rule,  that  where  the  means  for  the  exercise 
of  a  granted  power  are  given,  no  other  or  different  means  can 
be  implied,  as  being  more  effectual  or  convenient.  By  an  appli- 
cation, then,  of  these  rules,  to  the  constitutional  grants  of  power 
to,  or  injunctions  of  duty  upon  the  Governor,  considered  separ- 
ately, or  in  connection,  we  can  determine  whether  the  authority 
to  remove  the  Secretary  is  essential  to  the  exercise  of  any  powers 
conferred,  or  the  performance  of  any  duties  enjoined  on  the  Gov- 
ernor, or  whether  the  exercise  of  such  a  power  is  contemplated  by 
the  Constitution. 

The  first  and  second  sections  of  the  first  article  of  the  Consti- 
tution divide  the  powers  of  Government  into  three  departments, 
the  legislative,  executive,  and  judicial,  and  declare  that  neither  of 
these  departments  shall  exercise  any  of  the  powers  properly 
belonging  to  either  of  the  others,  except  as  expressly  permitted. 
This  is  a  declaration  of  a  fundamental  principle  ;  and,  although  one 
of  vital  importance,  it  is  to  be  understood  in  a  limited  and  quali- 
fied sense.  It  does  not  mean  that  the  legislative,  executive,  and 
judicial  power  should  be  kept  so  entirely  separate  and  distinct  as 
to  have  no  connection  or  dependence,  the  one  upon  the  other  ; 
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but  its  true  meaning,  both  in  theoiy  and  practice,  is,  that  the  whole 
power  of  two  or  more  of  these  departments  shall  not  be  lodged 
in  the  same  hands,  whether  of  one  or  many.  That  this  is  the 
sense  in  which  this  maxim  was  understood  by  the  authors  of  our 
government,  and  those  of  the  general  and  State  governments,  is 
evidenced  by  the  Constitutions  of  all.  In  every  one  there  is  a 
theoretical  or  practical  recognition  of  this  maxim,  and  at  the  same 
time  a  blending  and  admixture  of  different  powers.  This  admix- 
ture in  practice,  so  far  as  to  give  each  department  a  constitutional 
control  over  the  other,  is  considered,  by  the  wisest  statesmen,  as 
essential  in  a  free  government,  as  a  separation.  This  clause,  then, 
is  the  broad  theoretical  line  of  demarcation,  between  the  three 
great  departments  of  government.  But  we  are  not,  therefore, 
when  a  question  arises  as  to  the  extent  of  the  powers  of  either,  to 
confine  our  views  to  this  general  clause,  which  confers  no  specific 
powers.  We  should  look  to  the  division  as  actually  made,  to  see 
what  powers  are  clearly  granted  ;  for  such  only  can  be  exercised. 
As  no  power,  then,  is  granted  to  the  Grovernor  by  these  sections, 
it  necessarily  follows  that  none  can  be  implied.  A  power  by 
implication  can  only  be  claimed  as  necessary  to  the  exercise  of  one 
expressly  granted. 

The  next  grant  of  power  relied  on  is,  that  "  The  executive 
power  of  the  State  shall  be  vested  in  a  Governor."  This  clause 
is  treated  by  the  Court  below  as  conferring  numerous  and  ample 
powers  upon  the  Governor.  All  that  are  usually  denominated 
executive  powers,  by  theoretical  writers,  are  supposed  to  be  inclu- 
ded in  this  grant  to  the  Governor,  except  such  as  are  expressly 
conferred  upon  other  departments.  This,  I  think,  I  shall  be  able 
to  show  is  a  mistaken  view  of  the  subject.  This  clause,  like  the 
preceding  ones,  is  a  declaration  of  a  general  rule ;  and  the  same 
remarks  are  applicable  to  this,  as  a  grant  of  power,  that  have  been 
made  in  reference  to  them.  It  confers  no  specific  power.  What 
would  have  been  its  operation,  if  the  Constitution  had  contained 
no  specific  enumeration  of  executive  powers,  is  a  very  different 
question  from  that  now  presented,  and  might  have  admitted  of  a 
different  answer.  But  it  has  been  settled  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  that  an  enumeration  of  the  powers  of  a 
department  of  the  government  operates  as  a  limitation  and 
restriction  of  a  general  grant.  It  has  also  been  laid  down  by  the 
same  high  authority,  "  That  the  general  principles  contained  in  the 
Constitution  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  rules  to  fetter  and  control, 
but  as  matter  merely  declaratory  and  directory;  for  even  in  the 
Constitution  itself  we  may  trace  repeated  departures  from  the 
theoretical  doctrines  that  the  legislative,  executive,  and  judicial 
powers  shall  be  kept  separate  and  distinct. "(1) 

(1)  1  Peters'  Cond.  R.,  445. 
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This  departure  from  the  general  theory  is  much  greater  in  our 
Constitution  than  in  that  of  the  United  States.  The  reasoning, 
therefore,  of  the  judge  of  the  Supreme  Cpurt  of  the  United 
States  must  apply  to  it  with  a  correspondingly  increased  force, 
and  exclude  all  claim  of  power  from  this  general  decloration. 

The  authority  of  the  Governor  to  require  information  from  the 
officers  in  the  executive  department,  relative  to  the  business  of 
their  respective  offices,  and  the  obligation  of  the  Secretary  to  keep 
a  register  of  his  official  acts,  are  relied  upon,  in  connection  witli 
the  injunction  that  the  Governor  shall  see  that  the  laws  are  faith- 
fully executed,  as  implying  an  authority  in  him  to  dismiss  the 
Secretary.  Let  it  be  conceded  that  the  Secretary  is  one  of  the 
executive  officers  of  whom  the  Governor  may  require  information, 
does  this  imply  a  right  to  dismiss  him  from  office?  If  it  does, 
then  by  the  same  rule  the  General  Assembly  may  dismiss  the 
Governor  from  office ;  because  he  is  under  a  constitutional  obliga- 
tion to  give  them  information  of  the  state  of  the  government ;  and 
the  obligation  upon  him,  to  give  the  information,  implies  a  right 
in  them  to  demand  it.  The  object  of  the  information  is  the  same 
in  both  cases.  It  is  intended  to  aid  the  Legislature  in  their  delib- 
erations, and  the  obligation  to  communicate  it  is  as  imperative 
upon  one  officer  as  the  other.  The  same  reasons,  therefore,  that 
would  subject  the  Secretary  to  removal,  under  this  provision  of 
the  Constitution,  will  apply,  with  equal  force,  to  the  case  of  the 
Governor.  The  Constitution  has  made  no  distinction,  and  recog- 
nizes no  executive  standard  of  obedience  or  responsibility  to  its 
precepts. 

If  the  right  to  require  information  from  an  officer  implied  the 
right  to  remove  him,  the  Legislature  would  have  the  power  not 
only  to  remove  the  Governor,  but  a  power,  concurrent  with  him, 
to  remove  all  the  officers  in  the  executive  department ;  for  the 
Legislature  has.  under  its  general  powers,  authority  to  call  on  all 
of  them  for  official  mformation. 

The  Governor's  authority  to  call  upon  the  Secretary  and  other 
officers  in  the  executive  department  is  indisputable ;  and  his 
authority  to  enforce  a  compliance  with  his  call  is  equally  clear. 
But  to  do  this,  he  must  have  recourse  to  the  mode  prescribed 
by  law  ;  he  cannot,  at  discretion,  adopt  means  unknown  and 
unauthorized  by  law.  The  performance  of  a  duty,  enjoined  by 
law,  may  be  enforced  by  its  process ;  and  the  rule,  that  when  an 
instrument  gives  a  power,  it  also  gives,  by  implication,  the  means 
necessary  to  its  exercise,  is  intended  to  render  available  those 
grants  of  power,  which,  without  its  application,  would  be  inopera- 
tive and  nugatory,  by  reason  of  the  means  necessary  to  their 
exercise  not  being  also  provided.  But,  when  the  means  of  enforc- 
ing a  given  power  are  furnished  by  law,  the  rule  does  not  apply. 
It  cannot,  therefore,  apply  in  the  present  case.     The  duty  of  the 
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Secretary  to  give  the  official  information  required,  and  to  register 
the  official  acts  of  the  Governor,  is  a  legal  injunction ;  and  the 
law  has  provided  ample  means  for  enforcing  its  observance :  ^first, 
by  a  private  action,  for  any  private  injury  that  may  possibly  result 
■  from  his  neglect  of  duty  ;  and,  secondly,  by  a  mandamus,  by 
"which  a  specific  performance  of  the  duty  may  be  enforced;  and, 
lastly,  if  his  contumacy  should  be  thought  to  deserve  it,  he  may 
be  impeached,  and,  upon  conviction,  dismissed  from  office. 

These  are  the  means,  in  addition  to  an  oath  of  office,  and  where 
pecuniary  responsibility  is  involved,  an  official  bond,  which  the 
law  has  provided  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  performance 
of  the  official  duties  of  the  officers  in  ihe  executive  department. 
They  are  the  usual  and  appropriate  remedies  for  official  delin- 
quency ;  and,  being  specially  provided  by  law,  they  are,  in  con- 
templation of  law,  adequate  to  the  end  proposed,  and  all  others 
are  rejected.  All  the  duties  of  the  Secretary  are  assigned  by  law, 
and  may  all  be  enforced  by  its  mandate,  without  recourse  to  an 
executive  power  which  has  not  been  given  by  express  grant,  or 
by  necessary  implication ;  for  the  implication  must  be  necessary, 
not  a  conjectural,  or  even  a  convenient  one. 

But  these  remedies,  which  the  law  has  expressly  prescribed  as 
the  means  of  securing  an  observance  of  official  duty,  the  Circuit 
Court  considers  inadequate  to  insure  that  despatch  and  promptitude 
which  the  executive  may  demand,  and  the  interest  of  the  public 
require ;  and,  by  way  of  illustration,  supposes  the  case  of  the 
Secretary  refusing  to  put  the  seal  of  State  to  the  Internal  Improve- 
ment Bonds,  or  to  keep  a  register  of  the  official  acts  of  the  Gov- 
ernor, and  enquires  whether,  in  such  cases,  the  Governor  must 
submit  to  the  law's  delay  ?  I  think  it  may  be  safely  answered 
that  he  must ;  that,  in  a  government  of  laws,  all  are  bound  to 
submit  to  the  law  ;  and  neither  the  executive,  nor  any  other 
functionary,  can  stretch  his  powers  beyond  it,  in  order  to  obviate 
an  imaginary  inconvenience  or  defect.  The  forms  of  the  law  are 
the  outworks,  by  which  the  citadel  of  liberty  and  the  rights  of 
person  and  property  are  defended ;  and  when  they  are  broken 
down,  the  fortress  itself  must  soon  surrender. 

Official  responsibility  is  essential  to  a  correct  administration  of 
the  law  ;  and  if  that  object  is  not  effected  by  the  remedies  already 
provided,  it  is  the  province  of  the  Legislature  to  provide  such  as 
are  more  ample  and  efficacious.  But  this  is  alike  beyond  the 
remedial  powers  of  the  executive  and  the  judiciary.  Their  appro- 
priate functions  are  to  expound  and  execute  the  law.  In  the 
exercise  of  the  first  of  these  functions,  it  is  laid  down  as  a  rule  of 
great  importance  in  reference  to  a  Constitution,  "  not  to  enlarge 
the  construction  of  a  given  power  beyond  the  fair  scope  of  its 
terms,  merely  because  the  restriction  is  inconvenient,  impolitic,  or 
«even  mischievous."(l) 

(1)  1  Story  ou  Const.,  409. 
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The  arguments  in  favor  of  the  Governor's  power  of  removal, 
in  the  extreme  cases  of  official  abuse  of  trust  by  the  Secretary, 
Auditor,  and  Treasurer,  that  are  instanced,  apply  with  equal  force 
to  other  officers. 

If  this  prompt  remedy  of  dismissal  from  office  may  be  applied 
to  these  officers,  because  a  mandamus  or  impeachment  would  be 
too  dilatory  a  proceeding  to  suit  the  exigency  of  the  case,  why 
should  it  not  be  applied  to  State's  attorneys  and  judges.  Suppose 
a  State's  attorney  should  refuse  to  perform  his  duties,  or  a  judge 
to  hold  courts  ;  the  Constitution,  which  requires  a  speedy  admin- 
istration of  justice,  would  be  violated,  and  the  end  and  object  of 
government  defeated.  But  it  cannot  be  contended  that  the  Gov- 
ernor may  apply  a  remedy  by  dismissing  these  officers  for  neglect 
of  duty,  and  appointing  others.  Yet  the  injury  to  the  public  is  at 
least  as  great  as  any  that  can  result  from  the  Secretary's  neglect 
of  his  duty,  and  the  means  of  redress  are  at  least  as  tardy  and  as 
remote.  Again,  suppose  the  Governor  should  refuse  to  put  his 
signature  to  the  commissions  of  officers  legally  appointed;  upon 
the  happening  of  such  an  event  the  machinery  of  government 
would  be  stopped,  or  greatly  retarded,  for  the  want  of  officers  to 
execute  the  laws.  But  where  is  the  remedy,  except  by  address  or 
impeachment  ?  What  do  these  examples,  and  many  others  that 
might  be  instanced  in  addition  to  these,  and  those  put  by  the  Cir- 
cuit Court,  prove,  but  that  every  delegated  trust  is  more  or  less 
liable  to  abuse,  and  that  if  we  elect  to  be  governed  by  the  perma- 
nent and  known  rules  of  a  Constitution,  rather  than  the  capricious 
and  arbitrary  will  of  one,  or  more,  we  must  wait  the  time  neces- 
sary to  Ccirry  them  into  operation?  That  according  to  the  princi- 
ples of  law  and  justice,  a  conviction  for  crime  or  delinquency 
must  precede  panishment,  we  must  delay  its  infliction  until  the 
accusation  is  legally  proven  ?  In  despotic  governments,  where 
the  will  of  the  ruler  is  the  law  of  the  land,  there  is  no  delay 
between  its  promulgation  and  execution.  The  quickening  influ- 
ence of  fear,  the  principle  upon  which  such  governments  are 
founded,  reaches  every  department,  and  keeps  the  head  of  every 
functionary,  from  that  of  the  Bashaw  to  the  Cadi,  always  in  danger. 

Upon  a  doubtful  question,  where  the  scales  are  equipoised,  pol- 
icy and  convenience  may  be  allowed  a  preponderating  influence ; 
but  they  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  legitimate  source  of  power, 
without  violating  the  settled  rules  of  construction,  and  subjecting 
the  Constitution  to  fluctuate  and  change  with  the  changing  opin- 
ions of  men,  of  times,  and  of  parties.  This  would  defeat  the 
objects  of  its  creation.  It  was  intended  as  a  fixed  and  permanent 
rule  of  government,  and  without  the  attribute  of  certainty  it  would 
be  of  no  value;  we  could  not  tell,  from  what  has  been  decided, 
how  the  same  question  would  be  decided  again. 

But  does  policy  sanction  a  concentration  of  power  in  the  hands 
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of  one  man,  to  be  used  at  discretion  ?  This  doctrine  is  contrary 
to  the  opinions  of  the  ablest  writers  upon  government,  and  is  also 
opposed  to  the  Constitution,  which  has  divided  and  subdivided 
the  powers  of  government,  and,  as  far  as  practicable,  made  one  a 
check  upon  another.  And  upon  the  principle  that  arbitrary,  dis- 
cretionary power  is  more  liable  to  abuse  than  that  regulated  by 
law,  the  Constitution  was  made  the  law,  and  not  the  will  of  the 
executive,  the  rule  to  which  all  of  its  officers  are  bound  to  conform, 
and  to  which  they  are  amenable. 

But  it  is  argued  from  the  Secretary's  obligation  to  register  the 
official  acts  of  the  Grovernor,  and,  when  required,  to  give  him 
official  information,  that  such  an  official  intercourse  of  confidence 
must  exist  as  to  imply  an  authority  in  the  Governor  to  remove  the 
Secretary. 

This  is  assuming  the  existence  of  a  confidence,  which  ought  to 
be  established  before  any  conclusion  is  drawn  from  it.  Where  is 
the  evidence  of  any  intercourse  between  these  officers,  of  a  char- 
acter so  confidential  as  to  render  one  dependent  upon  the  other 
for  his  official  existence,  as  the  means  of  securing  his  fidelity  ?  It 
is  not  to  be  found  in  the  nature  of  the  duties  enjoined  upon  the 
Secretary,  or  the  information  which  he  may  be  required  to  give; 
nor  does  it  receive  any  countenance  from  the  Constitution  or  the 
laws.  They  both  relate  to  public,  not  private  matters,  such  as  are 
recorded  for  the  information  of  the  public,  and,  being  enjoined  by 
a  public  law,  all  idea  of  privacy  or  confidence  must  be  excluded. 
I  can  imagine  no  other  foundation  for  the  idea  of  confidence,  than 
a  supposed  analogy  between  the  officers  in  the  executive  depart- 
ment of  our  government  and  those  in  the  executive  department  of 
the  general  government ;  but  there  is  no  analogy  between  the  legal 
obligation  of  the  officers  of  the  respective  governments,  or  the 
relation  in  which  they  stand  to  the  respective  executives. 

The  President  may  require  the  opinion  of  the  heads  of  depart- 
ments, their  views,  counsel,  and  advice,  relative  to  the  legality  or 
policy  of  measures.  In  this  exercise  of  the  right  he  calls  on  one 
or  more,  according  to  the  difficulty  or  importance  of  the  subject; 
but  whether  the  consultation  is  separate,  or  in  cabinet  council,  it 
is  always  private  and  confidential,  and  is  so  regarded,  not  only  by 
the  officers,  but  by  the  law  also;  for  none  of  the  officers,  or  their 
clerks  (who  are  sworn  to  secrecy)  can  be  required  to  give  testi- 
mony of  transactions,  or  matters  of  a  confidential  character.  But 
neither  in  contemplation  of  law,  nor  in  fact,  is  there  any  official 
confidential  intercourse  between  tbe  Grovernor  and  the  Secretary, 
or  other  officers  of  the  executive  departments.  He  may  call  upon 
them  for  information  relative  to  matters  connected  with  their 
offices.  He  may,  for  example,  enquire  of  the  Treasurer  what 
amount  of  money  is  in  the  Treasury,  of  the  Auditor,  what  amount 
of  warrants  are  outstanding,  and  of  the  Secretary,  what  are  the 
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kind  and  number  of  commissions  to  whicli  he  has  put  the  State 
seal ;  or  whether  the  laws  are  all  distributed,  &c.  These  are  all 
public  matters,  in  reference  to  which  there  can  be  neither  secrecy 
nor  confidence,  and  it  is  only  in  relation  to  such  that  the  Governor 
can  require  information.  He  has  no  right  to  the  opinion  or  advice 
of  the  Secretary,  as  to  the  legality  or  propriety  of  measures  of  any 
kind  ;  and  as  all  the  duties  of  the  Secretary  are  prescribed  by  law, 
and  as  it  is  only  in  relation  to  them  that  he  can  be  required  to  give 
information,  there  cannot,  therefore,  in  the  nature  of  things,  be 
any  implication  of  confidence  from  communication  relative  to  a 
public  law,  or  to  matters  of  fact  recorded  for  public  information. 

The  reasoning  in  favor  of  the  Governor's  authority  to  remove  the 
Secretary,  because  of  the  latter's  duty  to  register  his  official  acts, 
might  be  applied  with  great  propriety  to  the  Governor's  secretary, 
but  it  can  have  no  application  to  the  Secretary  of  State ;  an  offi- 
cer whose  office  is  created,  and  whose  duty  to  keep  a  register  of 
the  acts  of  the  Governor  is  prescribed  by  the  Constitution.  In 
the  performance  of  this,  as  of  other  duties,  he  does  not  act  as  the 
Governor's  officer,  subject  to  his  control  and  direction,  but  as  the 
officer  of  the  Constitution,  bound  to  the  performance  of  such  duties 
only  as  have  been  assigned  by  that  instrument  and  the  law. 

Why,  it  is  asked,  require  him  to  keep  a  register  of  the  official 
acts  of  the  Governor,  if  i^  was  not  intended  to  give  the  executive 
a  Control  over  him?  To  do  this  would  defeat  the  object  of  the 
requisition.  The  Constitution  has  placed  him  beyond  the  control 
of  the  executive,  that  he  might  keep  a  true  and  faithful  record  of 
the  official  acts  of  the  executive.  The  authority  claimed  for  the 
Governor  would  ^e  incompatible  with  the  performance  of  this 
duty.  In  giving  a  construction  to  one  clause  of  the  Constitution, 
we  should  also  take  into  view  such  other  parts  as  have  a  bearing 
upon  the  subject,  and  if  possible  give  to  it  such  an  interpretation 
as  will  allow  all  its  parts,  an  operation  in  harmony  with  the  whole 
instrument.  For  what  purpose,  then,  is  a  register  of  the  official 
acts  of  the  Governor  required  to  be  kept,  and  laid  before  the 
General  Assembly,  when  called  for;  clearly  for  the  purpose  of 
informing  them  of  his  official  conduct.  And  when  it  is  recollected 
that  ours  is  a  government  of  checks  and  balances,  and  that  to  the 
representatives  of  the  people,  and  to  them  alone,  is  delegated  a 
direct  authority  to  enquire  into  his  official  conduct,  and  if  he  has 
corruptly  abused  the  authority  confided  to  him,  or  by  transcending 
the  limits  prescribed  by  the  Constitution,  usurped  that  not  dele- 
gated, to  call  upon  him  by  impeachment,  to  answer,  at  the  bar  of 
the  Senate,  the  charges  of  official  misconduct  which  they  may  pre- 
fer against  him.  Is  it  not  the  manifest  intention  of  this  provision 
to  perpetuate,  in  a  legal,  authentic,  and  responsible  form,  the  evi- 
dence of  the  official  acts  of  the  executive,  to  be  recurred  to  at 
all  times,  by  those  who  have  a  constitutional  right  to  animadvert 
Vol.  II.  12 
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upon  their  legality,  and  the  motives  which  originated  them  ?  For 
what  other  object  could  it  be  intended?  It  can  serve  no  other 
purpose.  And  that  it  was  intended  for  this,  is  also  proved  by  the 
fact,  that  it  is  only  at  the  instance  of  the  General  Assembly,  not 
of  the  Governor,  that  this  register  is  to  be  laid  before  them.  It 
is  not  by  his  authority  that  it  is  made.  He  has  no  right  to  com- 
mand or  forbid  the  readi«ng  of  his  acts.  He  cannot  say  what  shall 
be  set  down,  or  what  shall  be  omitted.  The  Secretary  acts  under 
the  imperative  injunction  of  the  Constitution,  and  the  obligation  of 
an  oath.  As  the  Governor,  therefore,  has  no  right  to  direct  how 
the  duty  shall  be  performed,  it  would  seem  preposterous  to  give 
him  the  power  to  dismiss  the  officer  for  not  conforming  to  direc- 
tions which  he  has  no  authority  to  give. 

If  this  view,  relative  to  the  object  and  intention  of  this  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution,  be  correct,  the  authority  claimed  for  the 
Governor  would  counteract  and  defeat  it.  What  security,  or 
even  prospect  would  there  be,  for  the  representatives  of  the  peo- 
ple obtaining  the  record  evidence  of  executive  abuse,  or  usurpa- 
tion of  power,  when,  by  giving  him  absolute  control  over  the 
officer  who  is  to  make  and  keep  the  record,  you  put  it  into  his  power 
by  a  word  or  look  to  suppress  it?  If  he  could  be  guilty  of  acts 
that  would  merit  impeachment,  can  it  be  supposed  that  he  would 
suffer  the  evidence  of  them  to  be  placed  upon  record,  and  laid 
before  the  legislature  as  the  means  of  his  conviction,  by  an  officer 
whose  official  conduct  he  has  the  means  of  controlling?  Would 
he  not  rather,  if  the  officer's  sense  of  duty  were  stronger  than  his 
love  of  office,  dismiss  him  from  it  and  appoint  one  whose  princi- 
ples would  not  interfere  with  his  subservience  to  the  will  of  the 
executive  ? 

As  the  opinion  that  the  Secretary  is  a  confidential  officer  receives 
no  countenance  from  the  Constitution,  or  the  nature  of  the  official 
intercourse  between  him  and  the  Governor,  all  reasoning  founded 
on  that  assumption  must  be  fallacious,  No  authority  to  remove 
the  Secretary  can  be  implied  from  his  registering  the  official  acts 
of  the  Governor ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  his  obligation  to  perform 
this  duty  affords  a  strong  implication  of  his  independence  of  the 
executive  control,  because  that  is  necessary  to  a  faithful  perform- 
ance of  the  duty.  The  rule  relied  upon  in  support  of  the  Gov- 
ernor's claim  of  power,  that  every  injunction  of  duty  includes, 
by  implication,  the  power  necessary  to  its  performance,  applies, 
also,  to  the  Secretary,  and  would  be  violated  by  subjecting  him  to 
executive  control.  I  have  shown  that  the  discharge  of  the  duty 
enjoined  by  the  Constitution  may  render  the  Secretary  obnoxious 
to  the  displeasure  of  the  Governor ;  such  a  construction  of  it, 
therefore,  as  would  render  him  obnoxious  to  his  authority  would 
defeat  its  obvious  intention. 

The  injunction,  that  the  Governor  shall  see  that  the  laws  are 
faithfully  executed,  it  is  also  urged,  gives  him  the  control,  and 


SPRINGFIELD.  91 


Field  V.  The  People. 


conseqaently  the  power  of  removal  of  the  officers  of  the  execu- 
tive department.  This  inference  is  not  justified  by  the  premises. 
It  has  neither  the  sanction  of  authority  nor  the  practice  of  other 
State  executives,  both  of  which  are  opposed  to  it.  The  prac- 
tice of  the  President,  as  I  will  show,  is  founded  upon  other 
grounds,  and  his  power  does  not  extend  to  the  removal  of  any 
officers  whose  offices  are  created  by  the  Constitution,  and  whose 
duties  are  regulated  by  law.  But  as  this  position  has  been  ear- 
nestly urged,  and  relied  upon,  I  will  examine  it  more  fully  than  I 
should  otherwise  consider  necessary.  This  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution, like  those  dividing  the  powers  of  government,  and 
declaring  the  attributes  of  each,  is  the  declaration  of  a  general 
principle,  which  is  "not  to  be  regarded  as  a  rule  to  fetter 
and  control,  but  as  matter  merely  declaratory  and  directory. "(1) 
It  confers  no  specific  powers,  "  nor  does  it  enjoin  any  specific 
duty."  "  This  power  of  general^  supervision,"  says  an  able  com- 
mentator on  American  law,  "is  a  duty  enjoined  on  the  federal 
and  State  executives."  "  It  would  be  dangerous,  however,  to 
treat  this  clause  as  conferring  any  specific  power  which  they  would 
not  otherwise  possess.  It  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  comprehensive 
description  of  the  duty  of  the  executive  to  watch  with  vigilance 
over  all  the  public  interests. "(2)  The  Governor  is  not  to  execute 
the  laws  himself,  but  is  to  see  them  executed.  This  duty  is 
performed  by  lending  the  aid  and  power  of  the  executive  arm, 
to  overcome  resistance  to  the  law.  The  history  of  the  federal 
and  State  Governments  affords  practical  expositions  of  this  clause 
of  the  Constitution,  in  conformity  with  this  construction.  The 
executive  is  to  see  the  laws  executed,  not  as  he  may  expound 
them,  but  as  they  may  be  expounded  by  those  to  whom  that  duty 
is  intrusted.  To  the  legislature  is  delegated  the  authority  to  make 
the  law,  to  the  courts  the  authority  to  expound  them,  and  to  the 
executive  the  authority  to  see  them  executed,  as  they  are  thus 
interpreted.  His  interpretation  is  proper  only  when  specially 
required  by  law,  or  where  the  ordinary  means  are  inadequate  to 
the  object  of  their  design.  But  to  assume  the  power  of  expound- 
ing, and  also  that  of  executing  the  law,  would  be  a  usurpation  of 
the  functions  of  the  judiciary,  and  concentrating,  in  one  department, 
powers  expressly  declared,  by  the  Constitution,  to  belong  to  two 
separate  and  distinct  departments. 

The  manifest  intention  of  the  Constitution,  and  the  authority 
cited  in  the  absence  of  all  precedent  and  principle  militating  against 
it,  would  seem  to  be  conclusive  against  the  executive  claim  of 
power,  under  this  provision,  to  direct  the  Secretary  how  he  shall 
execute  the  duties  assigned  him  by  law ;  and  if  he  has  no  power 
to  direct  him  how  he  shall  execute  his  duties,  he  certainly  has  no 
power  to  dismiss  him  for  not  conforming  to  his  directions. 

(1)  Peters'  Coud.  E.,  213.  (2)  Walker's  Am.  L:iw,  103. 
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But  it  is,  notwithstanding,  insisted  that  this  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution confers  the  power  of  dismissing  not  only  the  Secretary, 
but  all  the  other  officers  in  the  executive  department.  If  it  con- 
fers the  power  of  supervision  and  dismissal  as  to  one  officer,  it 
also  gives  the  same  authority  over  every  other  one  in  the  govern- 
ment (except,  perhaps,  the  judges)  upon  whom  the  performance 
of  a  duty  may  be  enjoined  by  law.  The  injunction  to  see  the 
laws  executed  is  general,  and  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  embrace 
every  law,  and  every  officer;  and  if  under  it  the  Governor 
may  dismiss  from  office  the  Secretary,  Auditor,  Treasurer  and 
Attorney-General,  which  is  claimed  for  him,  I  cannot  see  why  he 
may  not  dismiss  every  other  one,  without  regard  to  the  manner  of 
their  appointment,  or  the  tenure  of  office;  and  thus,  by  the  con- 
struction of  one  clause  of  the  Constitution,  bring  all  the  officers, 
and  the  operation  of  all  the  laws  of  the  State,  under  executive 
control.  This  would  counteract  the  whole  scope  and  design  of  the 
Constitution,  by  substituting  the  changing  and  capricious  will 
of  one  man  for  the  fixed  and  known  rules  of  the  law. 

From  this  consequence  I  can  see  no  escape,  if  the  principle 
contended  for  be  adopted.  The  argument  in  support  of  executive 
power  limits  it  to  the  removal  of  the  officers  in  the  executive 
department;  but  where  is  the  authority  for  the  discrimination? 
It  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  Constitution.  It  confers  no  authority 
over  them  that  can  be  brought  in  aid  of  this  construction,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  it  would  conflict  with  the  periormance  of  the  duties 
assigned  them,  particularly  that  of  registering  the  acts  of  the  Gov- 
ernor, required  by  the  Secretary.  The  language  of  the  Constitu- 
tion is  general,  and  embraces  all  the  officers,  as  much  as  part. 
If  the  executive,  therefore,  ma}^  say  to  one  officer  how  he  shall 
execute  a  law,  and  dismiss  him  if  he  does  not  obey,  he  may  say 
so  to  another.  He  ;iiay  not  only  direct  the  Auditor  what  war- 
rants he  shall  issue,  and  the  Treasurer  what  ones  he  shall  pay,  or 
refuse  payment  of,  but  he  may  direct  the  Attorney-General  and 
State's  attorneys  whom  they  shall  prosecute,  the  Court  what  judg- 
ment it  shall  render,  and  the  sheriff  in  what  manner  he  shall  exe- 
cute it.  This  power,  in  the  hands  of  any  ruler,  would  leave  to 
the  citizens  no  safety  for  life,  liberty  or  property. 

Although  these  consequences  would,  I  believe,-  be  alike  depre- 
cated by  all,  they  are  such  as  must  flow  from  an  exposition  of  this 
clause  that  would  give  to  the  executive  authority  to  direct  how  an 
officer  should  execute  a  law,  and  dismiss  him  from  office  if  he  did 
not  obey  the  direction.  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  Governor 
has  no  right  to  violate  the  law,  but  only  to  see  it  executed.  The 
right  to  direct  how  a  law  shall  be  executed  presupposes  the  right 
of  exposition.  How  else  can  its  meaning  and  intention  be  known  ? 
To  direct  an  officer  in  the  performance  of  his  duty,  he  must 
decide  what  that  duty  is.     This  power,  also,  includes  the  right  to 
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decide  upon  the  validity  of  the  law  ;  for  if  it  is  in  violation  of  the 
Constitution,  it  is  no  law,  and  cannot  legally  be  enforced.  But  it 
is  useless  to  talk  of  constitutional  restraints,  if  the  executive  may 
decide  upon  the  law,  and  the  duty  of  the  officer,  and  enforce  his 
decision,  it  must  prevail,  right  or  wrong. 

This  construction  of  the  Constitution  is  incompatible  with  the 
legal  obligations  of  the  officers  of  government,  with  the  supremacy 
of  the  law,  and  with  well-settled  principles.  It  is  not  denied  that 
all  the  duties  of  the  Secretary,  and  other  officers,  are  prescribed 
by  law;  and  the  principle  is  also  conceded,  and  relied  upon,  that, 
when  the  law  imposes  upon  an  officer  the  performance  of  a  duty, 
it  also  confers  the  power  necessary  for  its  performance.  Its  injunc- 
tions would  be  nugatory  and  idle  if  they  did  not  imply  authority 
to  enforce  them.  But  how  could  the  Secretary,  or  other  officer, 
perform  the  duties  enjoined  upon  him  by  law,  in  the  manner  the 
law  prescribes,  if  tue  Governor  might  interpose  his  authority  and 
suggest  a  different  mode? 

With  every  disposition  that  his  directions  should  conform  to  the 
law,  the  Governor  may  err,  unless  we  impute  to  him  infallibility  ; 
and  then,  the  same  liberal  concession  must  be  extended  to  the 
Court,  or  there  may  be  a  difference  of  opinion  between  them. 
And  which  is  to  prevail  ?  Will  executive  authority  be  a  justifi- 
cation to  the  officer  ?  Can  he  plead  that  in  his  defense  when  pros- 
ecuted for  a  violation  of  his  official  duty  ?  Certainly  he  cannot 
In  what  situation,  then,  does  this  executive  authoxnty  place  the 
officer  ?  If  he  prefers  his  duty  to  executive  dictation,  he  may  be 
dismissed  from  office.  If  he  submits  to  it,  he  incurs  the  penalty 
imposed  by  law  for  a  violation  of  its  injunctions,  and  may  also  be 
impeached  and  dismissed  from  office  ?  A  construction  of  the 
Constitution  involving  consequences  so  absurd  and  unjust  must 
be  rejected  as  altogether  inadmissible. 

But  this  question  is  settled  by  the  adjudication  of  tbe  highest 
judicial  tribunal  in  the  nation.  In  the  case  of  Marbury  v.  Madi- 
son,(1)  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  decided  that  where 
the  duty  of  an  officer  is  prescribed  by  law  he  is  bound  to  conform 
to  the  law,  and  not  to  be  guided  by  the  will  of  the  President.  In 
the  performance  of  a  duty  prescribed  by  law,  he  acts  under  the 
authority  and  direction  of  the  law,  and  not  under  that  of  the  Exec- 
utive. This  case  was  an  application  to  the  Supreme  Court  for  a 
mandamus  to  compel  the  Secretary  of  State  to  deliver  a  commis- 
sion withheld  by  direction  of  the  President.  In  delivering  the 
opinion,  the  Court  remarked,  in  reference  to  the  President's 
authority  to  control  the  Secretary  in  the  performance  of  the  duty 
which  the  law  enjoined  upon  him  :  "  This  is  not  a  proceeding  which 
may  be  varied,  if  the  judgment  of  the  executive  shall  suggest  one 

(1)  Peters'  Cond.  R. 
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more  eligible,  but  is  a  precise  course,  accurately  marked  out  by 
law,  and  to  be  strictly  pursued.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  of 
State  to  conform  to  the  law,  and  in  this  he  is  an  officer  of  the 
United  States,  bound  to  obey  the  laws.  He  acts  in  this  respect, 
as  has  been  very  properly  stated  at  the  bar,  under  the  authority 
of  law,  and  not  by  the  instructions  of  the  President.  It  is  a  min- 
isterial act  which  the  law  enjoins  on  a  particular  officer  for  a 
particular  purpose." 

This  decision  requires  no  comment.  It  is  based  upon  the  suprem- 
acy of  the  law  alike  over  the  officer  who  administers  it  and  the 
President  who  appoints  him.  It  is  made  directly  upon  the  ques- 
tion under  consideration,  and  under  constitutional  provisions,  in 
some  respects  identical,  and  in  others  more  favorable  to  executive 
authority  than  those  of  ours.  I  must,  therefore,  consider  it  deci- 
sive against  all  claim  of  executive  authority  to  control  an  officer 
in  the  performance  of  a  duty  prescribed  by  law.  The  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  declares  the  executive  power  to  be  vested 
in  the  President ;  it  confers  the  right  to  require  the  opinion  of  the 
officers  in  the  executive  department;  and,  like  ours,  it  enjoins 
upon  the  executive  the  duty  of  seeing  the  laws  executed.  And 
as  the  president  cannot,  under  any  or  all  of  these  provisions,  con- 
trol the  Secretary  of  State  in  the  performance  of  a  duty  enjoined 
by  law,  it  follows,  conclusively,  that  the  Grovernor's  title  to  such 
a  power  over  the  Secretary  of  this  State  must  be  equally  invalid  ; 
and,  as  he  has  no  right  to  direct  him  how  he  shall  perform  the 
duties  assigned  him,  he  can  have  no  right  to  dismiss  him  for  a 
non-compliance  with  an  unauthorized  assumption  of  authority.  As 
he  has  no  right  to  command,  he  has  no  title  to  obedience. 

The  office  of  Secretary  of  State  is  created  by  the  Constitution, 
without  any  limitation  of  duration  being  provided.  It  is  therefore 
contended  that  the  incumbent  of  this  office  holds  it  at  the  pleasure 
of  the  appointing  power ;  and  a  rule  laid  down  by  Judge  Story, 
that  an  officer,  the  tenure  of  whose  office  is  undefined,  holds  at 
will,  is  relied  upon  in  support  of  the  position.  Bat,  if  this  rule  is 
admitted  to  apply  to  the  officers  under  our  Constitution,  and  to 
confer  upon  the  authority  to  whom  the  appointment  of  such  offi- 
cers is  given  the  power  of  removal,  it  would  not  establish  the 
Governor's  right  to  remove  the  Secretary,  because  he  alone  does 
not  confer  the  office  upon  him.  That  is  done  by  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate ;  their  advice  and  consent  would,  conse- 
quently, be  necessary  to  his  removal. 

But  this  rule  is  not  applicable  to  the  officers  of  our  government ; 
nor  is  it  so  applied  by  Judge  Story.  It  is  laid  down  in  a  treatise 
upon  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  as  applicable  to 
the  officers  under  it.  The  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
created  no  office  the  tenure  of  which  is  not  provided  for ;  and  the 
judicial  officers  alone  are  to  hold  during  good  behavior  ;  the  infer- 
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ence,  therefore,  is,  that  all  others  that  may  be  created  shall  hold 
daring  pleasure,  unless  Congress  shall  provide  a  different  tenure. 

But  under  our  Constitution  a  large  proportion  of  the  oflicGS 
which  it  has  created  are  unlimited  in  duration  ;  and  not  only  the 
judicial  officers  hold  during  good  behavior,  but  all  militia  officers 
until  sixty  years  of  age.  For  some  of  the  offices  to  which  the 
Constitution  fixes  no  tenure  (County  Commissioners,  for  exam- 
ple), the  legislature  is  required  to  provide  one,  while  no  tenure  is 
required  to  be  given  to  others. 

What,  then,  is  the  most  reasonable  and  natural  conclusion  to  be 
drawn  from  these  constitutional  provisions  ?  Are  all  these  officers 
intended  to  be  upon  the  same  footing?  Certainly  not.  The  ten- 
ure of  one  class  of  officers  is  intended  to  be  beyond  legislative 
control,  while  that  of^  others  is  left  to  be  fixed  by  the  legislature, 
as  may  suit  the  changing  exigencies  of  time  and  circumstances. 
But  as  the  offices  are  created  without  limitation  as  to  time  they 
remain  so  until  the  legislature  provides  one. 

That  the  legislature  has  a  right  to  limit  the  tenure  of  the  office 
of  Secretary,  and  that  of  all  other  offices  to  which  no  tenure  is 
given  by  the  Constitution,  I  have  no  doubt.  No  proposition  is. 
better  settled,  than  that  a  State  Constitution  is  a  limitation  upon 
the  powers  of  the  legislature,  and  that  the  legislature  possesses 
every  power  not  delegated  to  some  other  department,  or  expressly 
denied  to  it  by  the  Constitution.  The  creation  of  offices,  the  dele- 
gation and  the  regulation  of  the  powers  and  duties  of  officers,  and 
prescribing  the  period  for  which  they  shall  be  exercised,  are  legis- 
lative functions,  and  no  restraint  upon  their  exercise,  in  reference 
to  the  tenure  of  the  office  of  Secretary,  is  imposed  by  the  Constitu- 
tion. There  can  be  no  objection,  therefore,  to  giving  such  limita- 
tion to  that  office  as  the  interest  of  the  State  may  require.  And  that 
it  is  the  intention  of  the  Constitution  that  those  officers,  the  tenure 
of  whose  office  is  not  fixed  by  the  Constitution,  should  hold  with- 
out limitation,  until  a  limit  was  given  by  law,  is  strongly  inferable 
from  the  fact,  that  the  appointment  of  some  of  them  is  given,  not 
only  to  the  legislature,  but  to  the  people.  It  cannot  be  supposed 
that  the  Convention  which  formed  the  Constitution  intended  to 
confer  upon  the  people  or  any  department  of  the  government  a 
right  which  could  not  be  exercised.  But  that  mockery  must  be 
imputed  to  them,  by  the  adoption  of  the  rule  contended  for. 

Suppose  the  legislature  had  given  no  tenure  to  the  office  of 
Auditor,  or  of  County  Commissioner,  how  could  the  legislature 
in  the  one  case,  and  the  people  in  the  other,  remove  the  officer 
whom  they  had  elected  ?  Such  a  proceeding  on  the  part  of  the 
legislature  or  the  people  would  be  unprecedented,  and,  in  the  case 
of  the  people,  impracticable.  But  this  objection  does  not  exist  in 
reference  to  any  of  the  officers  of  the  general  government  whom 
the  President  may  remove. 


96  DECEMBER  TERM,  1839. 

Field  «.  The  People. 

The  rule  laid  down  by  Judge  Story  is  an  inference  from  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.  But  our  Constitution,  being 
entirely  different  in  relation  to  the  tenure  of  its  officers  and  the 
appointing  power,  warrants  a  different  inference ;  and  the  inference 
that  an  officer  under  our  Constitution,  the  tenure  of  whose  office  is 
undefined,  holds  until  the  law  provides  a  limit,  is  in  accordance 
with  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  and  has  been  so  decided  in 
another  State,  which,  like  ours,  has  adopted  the  common  law.  In 
the  case  of  the  Fayette  county  lawyers,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Pennsylvania,  after  remarking  that  the  ofiice  of  an  attorney  was 
one  recognized  by  the  Constitution  and  law  of  Pennsylvania,  lays 
it  down  as  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  "  That  the  grant  of  an 
ofiice  without  limitation,  being  taken  more  strongly  against  the 
grantor,  endures  for  the  life  or  good  behavior  of  the  grantee." 
This  rule  may  admit  of  exceptions  under  our  government;  but 
where  the  grant  is  intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  people,  and  the 
power  conferred  is  to  be  exercised  to  promote  their  interest,  I  am 
not  aware  of  any  exception.  In  such  a  case,  a  liberal  interpreta- 
tion of  the  grant  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  people,  inasmuch  as  the 
power  granted  cannot,  if  retained  by  them,  be  used  for  their 
benefit,  but  may  be  so  used  by  the  functionary  to  whom  it  is  so 
delegated. 

The  federal  government  not  having  adopted  the  common  law, 
its  courts  are  not  bound  to  the  rigid  observance  of  its  rules  that  the 
courts  of  this  State  are.  But  it  is  not  the  rule  relied  upon  by  the 
Circuit  Court  that  gives  the  President  the  power  of  removal. 
This  power  he  has  in  the  case  of  superior  officers,  in  virtue  of  his 
right  of  supervision  and  control  over  them,  and  his  consequent 
responsibility  for  them.  And  that  the  rule  is  a  deduction  there- 
from seems  evident  from  the  fact,  as  generally  conceded,  that 
Congress  cannot,  by  giving  a  tenure  to  the  office  of  these  officers, 
abridge  the  President's  power  of  removal.  (1) 

The  President's  right  to  remove  the  inferior  officers  of  the  gov- 
ernment is  given  by  law. 

The  rule,  that  an  officer  whose  tenure  of  office  is  undefined 
holds  at  will,  having  been  early  adopted  in  reference  to  ambassa- 
dors and  heads  of  department,  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
have,  in  conformity  with  that  rule,  decided  that  other  officers, 
whose  tenure  of  office  was  undefined,  should  hold,  subject  to  the 
same  rule,  without  regard  to  the  authority  that  conferred  the 
appointment.  But  these  decisions  do  not  conflict  with  the  rule  we 
have  adopted,  because  our  Constitution  admits  of  no  such  deduc- 
tion as  that  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  upon  which 
these  decisions  are  founded  ;  and  the  legislature  has  enacted  no 
law  defining  the  tenure  of  the.  office  of  Secretary  of  State.     On 

(1)  3  Story  on  Const.,  390. 
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the  other  hand,  the  rule  that  an  officer,  the  tenure  of  whose  office 
is  underfined,  holds  during  good  behavior  has  been  recognized  by 
every  department  of  this  government.  In  applying  this  rule,  there- 
fore, to  the  present  case,  we  conform  to  the  principle  which  gov- 
erned the  United  States  courts  in  the  cases  adverted  to.  We 
adhere  to,  and  carry  out  the  interpretation  invariably  given  to  the 
Constitution  of  this  State,  as  the  courts  of  the  federal  government 
adhered  to  the  legislative  interpretation,  which  has  been  given  to 
to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  Nor  can  I  preceive  any 
good  reason  for  making  the  tenure  of  an  office  the  rule  by  which 
to  subject  the  officer  to,  or  exempt  him  from,  executive  authority. 
The  power  of  removal  from  office  is  intended  as  the  means  of 
putting  aside  corruption  and  imbecility,  and  of  compelling  a  per- 
formance of  the  duties  prescribed.  These  are  the  legitimate 
causes  for  the  exercise  of  this  power  when  it  exists,  and  they  may 
occur  in  any  office  for  one  year,  as  well  as  one  for  life. 

The  rule  that  an  officer,  the  tenure  of  whose  office  is  undefined, 
holds  during  good  behavior,  until  a  limit  is  provided  by  law,  is 
also  established  by  judicial  and  legislative  expositions  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  this  State.  The  first  case  in  which  that  principle  was 
recognized  by  this  Court  was  that  of  Street  v.  County  Commis- 
sioners of  Gallatin  county.(l)  That  case  was  an  application  for 
a  mandaTnus  to  restore  a  clerk  who  had  been  dismissed  by  the 
Court  without  cause  shown  ;  and  it  was  allowed  by  the  unanimous 
consent  of  the  whole  Court.  And  again,  in  the  case  of  Matheny 
V.  Mobley,  this  Court  decided  that  a  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court 
had  no  power  under  the  Constitution,  to  remove,  at  will  and 
pleasure,  a  clerk.(a)  In  my  apprehension,  that  case  is  not  distin- 
guishable, in  principle,  from  the  present  one.  The  office  of  clerk 
and  of  Secretary  are  both  created  by  the  Constitution,  without 
any  limitation  of  tenure.  The  appointment  of  clerk  is  given,  by 
express  grant  of  the  Constitution,  to  the  Court,  and  that  of  Secre- 
tary to  the  Governor,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate ; 
and  no  power  to  remove  either  is  granted  by  the  Constitution. 
Upon  the  principle  that  the  clerk  is  entitled  to  hold  his  office 
during  good  behavior,  until  a  different  tenure  is  provided  by  law, 
it  would  seem  that  the  Secretary  would  be  entitled  to  hold  his  upon 
the  same  terms.  This  is  virtually  admitted  by  the  Circuit  Court, 
in  its  effort  to  prove  the  principles  upon  which  the  case  of  Matheny 
V.  Mobley  was  decided  to  be  incorrect.  It  they  were  not  appli- 
cable to  the  present  case,  the  comments  of  the  Circuit  Court  would 
have  been  gratuitous,  and  if  they  were  applicable,  that  Court 
should  have  been  governed  by  them. 

In  delivering  the  opinion,  as  published,  the  Circuit  Court  says: 
"  I  feel  constrained  to  say,  that  I  cannot  accord  with  them  (the 
Supreme  Court)  in  all  the  doctrines  and  principles  of  that  case, 

(1)  Breese,  25.  (a)  People  v.  Mobley,  1  Scam.  R..  215,  and  note. 
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and  therefore  cannot  apply  them  to  this."  As  he  cannot  accord 
with  the  Court  in  the  principles  laid  down,  he  cannot  apply  them. 
The  doctrine,  before  this  decision,  was  considered  well  settled, 
that  when  the  supreme  judicial  tribunal  of  a  State  had  declared 
what  the  law  was  on  any  point,  when  the  same  point  became  again  in 
litigation,  all  other  courts  were  bound  to  conform  to  its  decision. 
A  different  rule  would  destroy  all  that  stability  and  uniformity  in 
the  rules  of  law,  which  is  so  essential  to  the  administration  of  jus- 
tice, and  the  safety  of  the  citizen.  If  every  judge  can  decide 
according  to  his  private  sentiment,  without  regard  to  precedent 
and  authority,  there  may  be  as  many  rules  of  decision  as  they  are 
circuits  ;  and  the  decision  of  one  day  would  furnish  no  rule  for  the 
decision  of  the  next.  "Judges,"  says  the  Circuit  Court,  "are 
bound,  in  deciding  a  point  of  law,  to  follow  a  preceding  decision 
upon  the  same  point.  Yet,  if  such  dicision  is  founded  in  error, 
they  are  not  bound  by  it."  The  correctness  of  this  principle  can- 
not be  controverted,  when  applied  to  a  court  of  equal  or  superior 
authority  with  the  one  deciding  the  point.  But  is  it  not  obvious 
that  the  judge  has  misapplied  the  principle,  in  assuming  for  the 
Circuit  Court  authority  to  reverse  a  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court  ?  Who  does  not  see  that  such  doctrine  is  subversive  of  the 
fundamental  principles  of  the  government?  It  is  reversing  the 
order  of  authority  prescribed  by  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  and 
rendering  nugatory  the  right  of  appeal.  It  will  readily  be  admitted 
that  an  erroneous  decision  ought  not  to  prevail,  but  who  has  the 
right  to  declare  it  so  ?  This  authority  includes  the  right  of  super- 
vision and  control,  and  if  the  Circuit  Court  has  it,  in  reference  to 
a  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  upon  the  same  principle,  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  will  have  it,  in  reference  to  a  decision  of  the 
Circuit  Court ;  and  one  step  further  will  give  the  right  of  super- 
vision to  the  parties  in  the  cause ;  thus  resolving  all  authority  back 
into  the  original  elements.  This  would  be  the  consequence  of 
carrying  out  the  position  assumed. 

The  correctness  of  the  opinion  in  the  case  of  Matheny  v.  Mob- 
ley  is  testfed  by  the  rule  adverted  to,  that  when  the  tenure  of  an 
office  is  undefined  the  officer  holds  at  the  will  of  the  appointing 
power.  I  have  shown  that  this  rule  is  not  only  in  contravention 
of  that  of  the  common  law,  but  that  it  is  one  not  warranted  by  our 
Constitution,  and  could  not,  therefore,  be  applied  to  a  clerk  or 
other  officer  under  it.  It  is  also  objected  to  the  opinion  deliv- 
ered in  that  case,  that  the  Court  said,  that  if  the  clerk  is  to  be 
considered  the  officer  of  the  judge,  and  not  of  the  law,  that,  upon 
a  vacancy  occurring  in  the  office  of  judge,  the  clerkship  would, 
under  that  rule,  be  vacated  also.  Is  not  this  true?  Is  it  not  a 
consequence  necessarily  flowing  from  the  nature  of  the  tenure  by 
which  the  officer  holds  his  office?  It  has  been  always  so  consid- 
ered, and  is  well  settled.     An  officer,  or  an  estate,  held  at  will,  is 
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terminated  by  the  demise,  or  other  act  of  either  party,  than  can  be 
considered  a  determination  of  his  will.  This  is  the  universal  opera- 
tion of  the  rule.  In  England,  all  the  officers  who  hold  at  the  will 
of  the  king  go  out  of  office  upon  his  demise,  because  this  is  very 
naturally  considered  a  determination  of  his  will,  which,  alone,  con- 
tinued them  in  office.  But  the  Circuit  Court  thinks  the  will  or  act 
of  the  judge  continues  in  full  force  after  he  ceases  to  be  judge,  by 
death  or  otherwise,  and  that  a  clerk  appointed  by  him  continues  in 
office,  and  bound  to  the  performance  of  his  duties  by  his  official 
bond.  That  he  so  continues,  and  is  so  bound,  is  evidence  that  he 
does  not  hold  hisofficeatthewillof  the  judge  appointing  him.  If  he 
did,  his  office  would  terminate  with  that  of  the  judge ;  and  his  bond, 
which  is  given  for  the  performance  of  his  official  duties,  would  not 
be  obligatory  for  acts  performed  after  the  termination  of  his  office. 

For  the  purpose  of  obviating  the  inconvenience  incidental  to 
the  rule  of  an  officer  holding  his  office  at  the  will  of  the  authority 
that  confers  it,  statutes  have  generally  been  passed,  where  the 
rule  exists,  continuing  the  officer  in  office  after  the  termination  of 
the  authority  that  appointed  him,  until  he  is  superseded  by  the 
appointment  of  another.  This  was  done  in  England^  where  the 
judges  held  at  the  will  of  the  crown. (1)  And  the  same  precau- 
tion is  generally  observed  here,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  an 
interregnum  in  offices  held  for  a  limited  period.  But  as  no  such 
provision  is  made  in  relation  to  officers  who  hold  by  an  unlimited 
tenure,  it  may  be  fairly  inferred  that  they  are  not  considered  as 
holding  their  offices  at  the  will  of  the  power  that  confers  them, 
or  that  they  are  liable  to  terminate  with  the  termination  of  that 
power.  Otherwise,  the  same  regulation  would  be  necessary  to 
continue  a  clerk  or  Secretary  of  State  in  office,  after  a  vacancy, 
by  death  or  otherwise,  in  the  office  of  judge  or  Governor,  that 
was  necessary  in  England  to  continue  the  judges  in  office  after 
the  death  of  the  king ;  and  as  it  is  necessary  here  to  continue  in 
office  a  sheriff  or  other  officer,  appointed  for  a  limited  time,  till  a 
successor  can  be  appointed  and  qualified. 

The  authority  of  the  case  of  Matheny  v.  Mobley  is  also  im- 
pugned, upon  the  ground  of  policy  and  convenience.  Authority 
in  the  Court  to  dismiss  its  clerk  is  considered  necessary  to  secure 
his  subservience,  and  to  promote  the  dignity  and  usefullness  of  the 
Court.  I  admit,  without  hesitation,  that  the  Court  should  possess 
every  power  necessary  to  secure  these  objects.  But  an  argument, 
to  prove  the  necessity  of  such  power,  might  be  addressed  with 
much  more  propriety  to  the  Legislature  than  to  the  Court.  The 
rule  already  stated,  that  a  given  power  is  not  to  be  enlarged,  by 
construction,  beyond  the  fair  scope  of  its  term.s,  merely  because 
the  restriction  is  "  inconvenient,  impolitic,  or  even  mischievous," 


(1)  Black.  Com.,  227 
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forbids  the  Court  the  exercise  of  any  discretion.  It  has  been  well 
remarked,  that  the  duty  of  the  Court  is  to  follow  and  obey.  Now, 
if  a  principle  so  just  and  conclusive  could  be  overlooked,  could 
there  well  be  found  a  more  unsafe  guide  in  practice,  than  mere 
policy  and  convenience?  "  Men,  on  such  subjects,  complexionally 
differ  from  each  other.  The  same  men  differ  from  themselves  at 
different  times."(l) 

But  does  policy  or  necessity  require  a  more  absolute  control 
over  the  clerk  than  the  law  has  given  ?  According  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Circuit  Court,  its  authority  is  altogether  inadequate  to  insure 
the  respect  of  the  clerk,  or  his  obedience  to  its  mandates ;  he  may, 
it  is  thought,  contemptuously  question  the  correctness  or  justice 
of  the. judgments  of  the  Court,  and  refuse  to  enter  them;  or  he 
may  be  too  ignorant  to  perform  the  duties  of  his  ofl&ce ;  and, 
although  ihey  are  left  unperformed,  the  power  of  the  Court  is 
inadequate  to  correct  the  mischief  "  It  is  no  answer,"  it  is  said, 
"  to  say  the  clerk  may  be  removed  on  complaint.  Who  is  to 
make  the  complaint?  Is  it,  when  made,  to  be  tried  by  a  jury? 
Might  not  a  disobedient  or  refractory  clerk  be,  notwithstanding,  so 
popular  as  to  prevent  a  verdict  against  him  ?  "  If  this  description 
of  the  impotency  of  the  Court  were  correct,  it  certainly  might, 
with  great  propriety,  claim  an  extension  of  its  authority.  But  is 
it  correct?  Has  the  Court  no  power  to  punish  the  clerk  for  a  con- 
tempt of  its  authority,  or  for  refusing  or  neglecting  to  perform  the 
duties  of  his  office?  And  is  the  fact  of  his  delinquency  to  be 
ascertained  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury?  This  view  of  the  authority 
of  the  Court  is  totally  unlike  that  which  the  law  has  conferred.  It 
has  provided,  that,  if  any  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court  shall  neglect 
or  refuse  to  perform  any  of  the  duties  enjoined  upon  him  by  law, 
or  shall  in  any  manner  be  guilty  of  malfeasance  in  office,  he  shall 
be  removed  from  office  by  the  Court,  upon  proper  complaint  being 
made  to  the  said  Court  or  judge,  and  the  said  complaint  being 
proved  true  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  Court  or  judge."(2)  Here, 
express  authority  is  given  to  the  Court  to  remove  the  clerk  for  re- 
fusing or  neglecting  to  perform  any  of  his  official  duties.  Incapacity 
is  also  a  sufficient  cause  of  removal ;  for  it  matters  not  from  what 
cause  his  duties  are  left  unperformed,  it  constitutes  a  cause  of  re- 
moval ;  and  the  fact  of  malfeasance  or  dereliction  of  duty  is  not,  as 
the  Circuit  Court  seems  to  suppose,  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  but  is  to  be 
proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court  alone,  to  justify  his  dismissal. 

This  power,  in  addition  to  that  of  fine  and  imprisonment  for  all 
contempts  or  disobedience  to  the  authority  of  the  Court,  would 
seem  amply  sufficient  to  insure  the  subordination  of  its  clerk,  and 
the  protection  of  its  dignity,  character  and  authority. 

The  Circuit  Court  has  also  fallen  into  a  like  error  with  respect 

(1)  1  story  on  Const.,  410.  (2)  R.  L.,  153  ,  Gale's  Stat.,  172. 
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to  the  authority  of  the  Supreme  Court  over  its  clerk.  It  says : 
"  Suppose  the  clerk  of  the  Supreme  Court  should  refuse  to  enter  a 
judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court,  where  is  the  remedy?  Would 
a  suit  on  his  bond  answer?  Would  an  indictment  or  impeach- 
ment answer  ?  Neither  ;  for  in  both  cases  he  would  be  permitted 
to  show,  in  his  defense,  if  he  were  the  officer  of  the  law  and  not 
of  the  Court,  that  the  judgment  ordered  to  be  entered  was  unjust 
and  erroneous ;  and  thus  bring  into  review,  before  another  less 
competent  tribunal,  the  correctnesti  of  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court."  I  do  not  know  to  what  tribunal  the  Court  below  can 
refer,  as  having  cognizance  of  such  a  question.  But  without 
enquiring  into  the  correctness  of  this  reasoning,  whether  it  would 
be  competent,  under  any  regulations,  for  the  clerk  to  show,  or  for 
any  other  tribunal  of  less  authority  than  the  Supreme  Court,  to 
determine  its  decisions  to  be  erroneous,  and  thereby  exonerate  the 
clerk  from  the  obligation  of  recording  them,  it  is  sufficient,  by 
referring  to  the  law,  to  show  that  no  such  proceeding  as  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  alludes  to  is  authorized  ;  but  that  full  power  is  given 
to  the  Supreme  Court  to  dismiss  its  clerk  for  cause,  without  the 
intervention  of  a  jury,  or  an  appeal  to  any  other  tribunal.  The 
law  provides,  "  That  the  Supreme  Court,  or  a  majority  thereof, 
shall  have  power  to  remove  any  clerk  of  said  Court  for  neglect  of 
duty,  incompetency  to  perform  the  duties  of  his  office,  or  for  any 
malconduct  in  office  of  which  he  may  be  guilty,  or  for  any  other 
cause  which  shall  be  satisfactory  to  said  Court,  or  a  majority 
thereof."(l)  This  law  is  plain  and  clear,  and  leaves  no  doubt  or 
question  as  to  the  authority  of  the  Court,  or  the  responsibility  of 
the  clerk. 

The  authority,  therefore,  which  the  law  has  conferred  upon  the 
Supreme  and  Circuit  Courts  over  their  respective  clerks  would 
seem  amply  adequate  to  insure  their  subordination,  and  a  prompt 
performance  of  their  official  duties.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
regulations  under  which  their  authority  is  to  be  exercised  are  suf- 
ficient to  protect  the  clerk  from  its  capricious  or  wanton  abuse. 

These  acts  of  the  legislature  prove  the  premises  upon  which  the 
Circuit  Court  has  predicated  its  argument  against  the  authority  of 
the  case  of  Matheny  v.  Mobley  to  be  untenable.  They  also  prove 
a  practical  construction  of  the  Constitution  by  the  legislature.  By 
their  passage,  that  department  of  the  goverment  has  clearly 
expressed  its  sense  of  the  unlimited  duration  of  an  office  to  which 
the  Constitution  has  given  no  limit,  and  that  the  officer  is  not 
removable  at  will.  They  also  constitute  a  practical  exposition  of 
the  authority  of  the  legislature  over  the  subject.  If  the  Court 
bad  been  thought  to  possess  the  constitutional  power  to  remove 
the  clerk  at  will,  the  acts  of  the  legislature  conferring  that  power, 

(1)  R.  L.,  159  ;  Giile'8  Stat,.,  177. 
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under  the  regulations  it  has  prescribed,  would  have  been  not  only 
nugatory,  but,  by  the  restrictions  which  it  imposed  upon  the  exer- 
cise of  the  right,  in  direct  violation  of  the  Constitution. 

So,  too,  the  offices  of  Auditor  of  Public  Accounts  and  Attorney- 
General,  like  that  of  Secretary  of  State,  are  also  created  by  the 
Constitution,  without  any  limitation  of  tenure.  And  the  duration 
of  both  these  offices  has  been  limited  by  the  legislature  to  two 
years,  and  the  officers  have,  in  accordance  with  this  law,  been  elected 
at  every  regular  session  of  the  legislature  since  its  passage.  If 
they  had  not  been  considered  as  holding  their  offices  under  the 
Constitution,  during  good  behavior  until  a  different  tenure  was 
provided  by  law,  there  would  have  been  no  necessity  for  provid- 
ing a  limit.  They  could  have  been  elected  at  any  time,  and  as 
often  as  the  legislature  might  have  considered  expedient.  But,  inas- 
much as  the  Constitution  provided  no  limit,  it  was  considered 
necessary  to  provide  one  by  law,  in  order  to  determine  the  dura- 
tion of  the  offices.  If,  therefore,  this  was  necessary  in  reference  to 
the  Auditor  and  Attorney-General,  it  must  be  equally  so  in  refer- 
ence to  the  Secretary  of  State.  These  respective  offices  have  the 
same  origin  and  the  same  unlimited  tenure.  The  manner  of  the 
appointment  being  different  can  make  no  difference  as  to  the  dura- 
tion or  tenure  of  office ;  and  one  cannot  be  regarded  as  holding  at 
the  will  of  the  appointing  power  more  than  the  others.  The 
office  of  each  being  alike  in  its  origin  and  tenure,  the  same  legal 
rules  as  to  the  manner  of  holding  must  prevail  in  regard  to 
them. 

But  it  is  objected  to  this  law  providing  for  the  election  of  Audi- 
tor and  Attorney-General,  being  considered  a  legislative  exposi- 
tion of  the  Constitution,  in  relation  to  the  tenure  of  an  office  to 
which  no  limit  is  given  ;  because,  it  is  said,  the  legislature  did  not 
legislate  upon  or  fix  the  tenure  of  these  officers,  although  it  is 
admitted  that  the  effect  of  the  legislation  may  be  to  determine 
their  time  of  service.  If  this  is  not  legislating  upon  the  tenure,  I 
do  not  know  what  to  call  it;  it  is  legislating  upon  nothing  else. 
The  admission,  too,  that  the  law  has  limited  and  fixed  the  time  of 
service  of  these  officers  is  admitting  all  that  the  law  was  referred 
to,  for  the  purpose  of  proving,  in  the  case  of  Matheny  v.  Mobley ; 
and  it  is  all  that  it  is  now  referred  to  for.  By  showing  that  the 
office  of  Auditor  is  created  by  the  Constitution,  without  limitation 
of  duration,  and  that  the  legislature  has  provided  a  limit  by 
declaring  that  they  shall  be  elected  every  two  years,  it  proves  that 
they  consider  these  officers  as  holding  their  offices  without  limita- 
tion, as  to  time,  and  that  their  time  of  service  could  only  be  limited 
or  terminated  by  law.  And  if  they  held  their  offices  without  limi- 
tation, and  a  law  was  necessary  to  fix  a  limit  and  terminate  the 
period  of  their  continuation  in  office,  it  would  seem  to  be  a  neces- 
sary inference  that  the  Secretary  and  clerks,  whose  offices  are 
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created  by  the  same  instrument,  and  have  the  same  unlimited  tenure, 
must  hold  them  upon  the  same  terms. 

But  these  are  not  the  only  instances  in  which  the  rule,  that  an 
officer,  whose  office  is  unlimited  in  duration,  during  good  behavior, 
until  a  limit  is  given  by  law,  has  been  recognized,  and  acted  upon 
by  different  departments  of  the  government.  In  the  case  now 
under  consideration,  the  rule  has  received  the  sanction  of  a  co- 
ordinate branch  of  the  government.  Some  resolutions  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  Senate  have  also  been  referred  to 
upon  this  question  ;  but  these  resolutions  are  to  be  regarded  as 
merely  expressive  of  personal  or  political  feeling.  They  were 
speculative,  not  practical  expressions  of  opinion,  and  consequently 
without  the  authority  of  official  responsibility. 

The  decision  of  the  Senate  upon  this  question,  at  the  last  session 
of  the  legislature,  by  which  they  in  effect  decided  that  the  Gov- 
ernor had  no  power  to  remove  the  Secretary  of  State,  at  will,  is 
of  a  different  character.  The  question  came  directly  and  prop- 
erly before  it,  and  was  decided  under  official  responsibility,  and 
the  solemn  obligations  of  an  oath.  Nor  was  it  made  hastily,  with- 
out reflection  and  deliberation,  but  upon  full  and  able  discussion. 
A  decision  so  made,  says  Judge  Story,  by  a  co-ordinate  branch  of 
the  government,  "  under  a  deep  sense  of  its  importance  and  diffi- 
culty, in  the  face  of  the  nation,  with  a  view  to  present  action, 
in  the  midst  of  jealous  interests,  and  by  men  capable  of  urging  and 
repelling  the  grounds  of  argument,  from  their  exquisite  genius, 
their  comprehensive  learning  and  deep  meditation  upon  the  absorb- 
ing topic,  constitutes  one  of  the  most  unexceptionable  sources  of 
interpretation  of  which  the  Constitution  is  capable,  and  approaches, 
nearest  to  its  nature  of  any  other,  to  a  judicial  one."  That  this 
decision  was  not  the  result  of  political  bias,  may  be  fairly  inferred 
from  the  notorious  fact,  that  the  Senate  was  equally  divided  in 
political  sentiment ;  yet,  notwithstanding  this,  and  the  additional 
circumstances  of  the  weight  of  executive  influence  in  favor  of 
executive  authority,  there  was  a  decided  majority  against  the 
Governor's  claim  of  power  to  remove  the  Secretary.  When,  there- 
fore, legislators,  who,  from  their  general  habits  of  life,  and  the 
functions  of  their  office,  are  more  accustomed  to  look  to  policy  and 
expedience,  than  to  strict  legal  rules,  decide  a  question  of  a  polit- 
ical aspect  against  their  political  predilections,  they  must  be  sup- 
posed to  have  considered  the  obligation  imperative,  from  the 
plainness  of  the  question. 

Upon  the  same  principles  that  the  Governor's  right  to  remove 
the  Secretary  is  urged,  it  is  also  contended  that  he  may  remove  the 
Auditor  and  other  officers  in  the  executive  department.  No  con- 
struction of  the  Constitution  can  be  a  correct  one,  which,  by 
extending  the  powers  of  one  department  of  government,  will  narrow 
down,  or  render   inoperative,  the   powers  expressly  granted   to 
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another ;  and  this  would  be  the  effect  of  allowing  to  the  Governor 
the  right  to  remove  the  Auditor  and  other  executive  officers.  The 
right  to  appoint  these  officers  is  given  by  the  Constitution  to  the 
General  Assembly ;  but  if  the  Governor  may  immediately  remove 
those  whom  they  appoint,  and  substitute  for  them  those  of  bis  own 
selection,  is  not  the  right  of  the  legislature  converted  into  an  idle 
and  useless  ceremony?  and  one  of  the  most  important  powers  of 
the  government,  given  by  express  grant  of  the  Constitution  to  one 
department,  taken  from  that  department,  by  construction-,  and  vir- 
tually given  to  another,  contrary  to  the  expressed  intention  of  the 
Convention  ? 

This  would  be  a  most  strained  stretch  of  executive  authority, 
for  which  no  warrant  can  be  found  in  the  spirit  of  the  Constitution, 
or  the  rules  of  interpretation.  The  settled  doctrine  is,  that  con- 
struction for  the  purpose  of  conferring  power  should  be  resorted 
to  with  great  caution,  and  only  for  the  most  persuasive  reasons. 

The  enquiry  then  arises,  what  will  authorize  or  justify  the  con- 
structive grant  of  power,  claimed  for  the  executive?  What  fatal 
evil  is  to  be  corrected,  or  what  absurd  consequence  is  to  be  avoided, 
that  will  warrant  the  exercise  of  a  power  not  expressly  granted, 
or  even  hinted  at  by  the  Constitution,  and  one  greater,  of  more 
controlling  influence,  and  more  liable  to  abuse,  if  allowed  to  the 
extent  claimed,  than  any,  or  probably  all  the  powers  expressly 
granted  by  the  Constitution  ?  If  any  such  exists,  I  confess  I  have 
not  astuteness  of  mind  to  discover  it;  and  others  have  failed 
to  point  it  out.  But  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  admitted,  that  the 
power  of  removal  is  not  expressly  granted  by  the  Constitution,  and 
I  have  attempted,  and  I  think  succeeded,  in  proving,  by  the  reasons 
adduced,  and,  more  conclusively,  by  authority,  that  it  cannot  be 
implied  from  any  of  the  provisions  relied  upon. 

I  have  shown,  by  authority,  that  the  first  and  second  section  of 
the  first  article,  and  first  section  of  the  third  article  of  the  Consti- 
tution, are  to  be  regarded  as  merely  declaratory  and  directory,  and 
confer  no  specific  powers ;  and  that  authority  and  reason  are 
equally  conclusive  against  any  implication  of  executive  power, 
under  the  injunction  to  see  that  the  laws  are  executed,  or  under 
the  authority  to  require  information  from  the  officers  in  the  execu- 
tive department;  to  direct  or  control  any  of  those  officers  in  the 
performance  of  duties  enjoined  by  law  (and  all  are  so  enjoined), 
and  consequently  against  the  power  of  removing  them,  which 
includes  the  power  of  supervision. 

I  have  also  shown,  that  the  power  of  removal  is  unnecessary  to 
the  exercise  of  any  of  the  powers  granted,  or  the  performance  of 
any  of  the  duties  enjoined  upon  the  Governor ;  but  that  this  power 
would  be  incompatible  with  the  performance  of  the  duties 
enjoined  upon  other  officers  generally,  and  especially  that  of 
the  Secretary,  to  register  the  official  acts  of  the  Governor.     The 
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assumption  that  the  Secretary  is  the  confidential  officer  of  the  Gov- 
ernor is  also  shown  to  be  gratuitous  and  without  foundation.  The 
inference  and  arguments  drawn  from  it  must  therefore  be  fallacious. 
If  these  positions  have  been  established^  the  arguments  drawn 
from  the  Constitution  itself  have  been  answered.  But  it  has  been 
further  shown,  that  the  Constitution  has  received  a  judicial  and 
legislative  exposition,  adverse  to  the  power  claimed.  That,  in 
accordance  with  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  it  has  been  settled 
by  judicial  adjudications,  and  by  early  and  subsequent  legislative 
action,  that  an  officer  whose  office  is  created  by  the  Constitution, 
without  limitation  of  duration,  holds,  accordingly,  without  limit, 
until  one  is  given  by  law.  To  this  authority  may  also  be  added, 
the  implied  disavowal  of  the  power  of  removal  by  the  executive 
department,  arising  from  the  fact,  that  it  has  never  before  been 
exercised,  or  claimed  on  any  occasion,  by  any  executive,  since  the 
adoption  of  the  Constitution,  for  now  upwards  of  twenty  years. 
To  this  it  is  answered,  that  the  right  was  never  before  denied ; 
but  this  does  not  obviate  the  force  of  the  objection.  The  power 
could  not  be  denied  until  claimed.  The  attempt  to  exercise  a 
power  must,  in  the  nature  of  things,  precede  resistance  to  it. 
Until  the  right  is  asserted,  there  is  nothing  to  deny.  It  is  not 
contended  that  the  omission,  for  any  length  of  time,  to  assert  a 
power  clearly  granted,  can  operate  as  a  bar  to  its  exercise  ;  but  a 
claim  of  power  resting  upon  mere  inference  and  presumption  may, 
by  inference  and  presumption,  be  rebutted ;  and  an  omission  to 
assert  it  for  a  length  of  time  sufficient  to  bar  a  title  to  an  estate, 
ought  to  be  sufficient,  aside  from  other  and  stronger  objections,  to 
raise  a  presumption  of  want  of  title  sufficient  to  bar,  at  least,  a 
doubtful  claim  of  power.  And  when,  in  connection  with  this  cir- 
cumstance, we  also  take  into  consideration  the  doctrine,  that  the 
practical  operation  of  the  several  departments  of  the  government 
affords  an  exposition  of  their  constitutional  powers  inferior  only 
to  a  judicial  one;  and  that  so  far  as  the  principles  upon  which  this 
clause  depends  have  been  drawn  in  question,  the  practical  opera- 
tion of  every  department,  up  to  this  time,  has  been  adverse  to  it; 
authority  and  consistency  would  therefore  seem  to  leave  no  discre- 
tion in  the  determination  of  this  clause.  If  the  power  of  removal 
from  office  was  one  of  little  importance,  or  if  opportunities  for 
its  exercise  were  of  rare  occurrence,  the  presumption  against  its 
existence,  from  its  not  having  been  exercised  or  claimed,  would  be 
measurably  obviated.  But  the  reverse  of  this  is  unquestionably 
true.  So  important  was  this  power  considered,  and  consequently 
so  urgent  the  necessity  for  settling  its  extent  and  practice  under 
the  general  government,  that  it  was  among  the  first  subjects  that 
engaged  the  attention  of  the  first  Congress  under  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States.  If  it  had  been  supposed  that  this  power 
had  been  granted  by  our  Constitution,  why  has  it  never  before  been 
Vol.' II.  14 
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asserted  ?  It  can  hardly  be  pretended  that  there  has  never  been 
either  occasion  or  temptation  to  its  exercise.  Such  an  assertion 
■would  imply  a  degree  of  fidelity  and  perfection  in  all  the  officers 
of  the  executive  department,  which  facts  and  circumstances  do 
not  warrant ;  and  also,  such  a  degree  of  moderation,  forbearance, 
and  exemption  from  the  contagion  of  example,  on  the  part  of  the 
executives,  as  has  rarely,  if  ever,  been  known  to  exist  in  connec- 
tion with  power.  It  is  no  disparagement  to  the  executives  who 
have  presided  over  the  State,  to  say,  that  we  cannot  claim  for 
them  an  exemption  from  the  passions  common  to  others,  or  the 
concomitant  partialities  and  antipathies  of  party  feeling.  And 
when  it  is  recollected  that  we  have  had  mutations  of  party,  and 
party  ascendency,  can  it  be  asserted  that  there  has  been  no  suffi- 
cient temptation  to  removal  from  office  ;  especially,  when  a  want 
of  identity  of  political  faith  with  the  executive  is  considered  a 
legitimate  cause  ?  How  then  has  it  happened  that  this  prerogative 
of  removal  (which  some  consider  so  essential  an  executive  attri- 
bute, and  all  must  admit  to  be  a  most  potent  means  of  gratifying 
party  and  political  predilections  and  resentments,  and  of  maintain- 
ing political  power,  by  keeping  to  its  side  those  in  office,  and  by 
winning  over  those  who  seek  it)  has  never  before  been  resorted  to. 
Can  any  reason  be  assigned  for  its  having  so  long  remained  dor- 
mant, unappropriated,  and  unclaimed,  except  that  it  was  never 
before  believed  to  exist  ? 

But  other  arguments  than  those  drawn  from  the  Constitution 
have  been  advanced  in  support  of  the  Governor's  right  to  remove 
the  Secretary.  While  the  exposition  which  the  Constitution  has 
received  from  the  practical  operation  of  the  several  departments 
of  our  government  is  rejected,  the  practice  and  principles  drawn 
from  other  governments,  totally  unlike  ours  in  their  powers, 
objects,  and  nature,  are  relied  upon  as  authority  to  change  the  set- 
tled construction  of  the  Constitution,  and  extend  the  powers  of  the 
Governor,  not  onlj''  beyond  the  boundaries  fixed  by  the  uninter- 
rupted and  unquestioned  practice  of  the  government,  since  its 
formation,  but  to  confer  upon  him  powers  which  no  other  Gover- 
nor in  the  Union,  with  perhaps  but  one  exception,  has  been  shown 
to  possess. 

To  carry  out  this  object,  two  positions  are  assumed.  First, 
that  the  power  of  removal  is  incidental  to  the  power  of  appoint- 
ment; and  next,  that  the  power  of  appointment  to  office,  and 
removal  therefrom,  are  executive  functions,  and  as  such  belong  to 
the  Governor.  The  inquiry,  then,  is,  how  far  these  assumed  axioms 
are  true  ?  and  if  true,  how  far  they  are  applicable  to  the  present  case  ? 

If  the  principle,  that  the  right  of  removal  is  incidental  to,  and 
is  to  be  exercised  by  the  power  that  confers  the  office,  is  to  be 
tested  by  the  practice  of  the  republics  of  America,  it  will  be  found 
to  be  untenable.     I  have  shown  that  the  practice  of  our  own  govern- 
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ment  is  opposed  to  it ;  and  by  recurring  to  the  practice  of  the 
general  government  it  will  be  seen  that  the  practice  under  that  is 
also  opposed  to  it.  I  am  not  familiar  with  the  practice  of  the 
State  governments  generally,  but,  so  far  as  my  knowledge  extends, 
their  practice  accords  with  that  under  our  government.  But 
admit  it  to  be  correct,  as  contended  for,  it  would  not  give  the  Gov- 
ernor the  right  to  remove  the  Secretary  from  office,  but  would  take 
from  him  all  title  to  the  exercise  of  this  right,  upon  this  or  any 
other  principle.  The  Constitution  gives  to  the  Governor  and 
Senate,  conjointly,  the  appointment  of  the  Secretary.  To  them, 
conjointly,  then,  under  the  rule  contended  for,  would  belong  the 
right  to  remove  him.  But,  notwithstanding  the  unequivocal  lan^ 
guage  and  obvious  intention  of  the  Constitution,  it  is  insisted  that 
the  Governor  alone  appoints  the  Secretary ;  and  a  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  is  relied  upon,  in  support  of 
the  position.  The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  gives  to  the 
President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  the 
power  to  make  treaties,  and  to  appoint  ambassadors,  judges,  and 
all  other  officers  whose  appointments  are  not  otherwise  provided 
for,  and  which  shall  be  established  by  law.  But  Congress  may 
vest  the  appointment  of  inferior  officers  in  the  President  alone,  &c. 
Our  Constitution  gives  the  appointment  of  the  Secretary  to  the 
Governor  and  Senate,  in  language  identical  with  the  language  of 
this  provision  in  relation  to  appointments  by  the  President  and 
Senate.  The  question  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  in  the  case  referred  to,  (1)  was  not  whether  the  President 
alone,  or  whether  the  President  and  Senate  conjointly  conferred 
appointments.  The  question  which  it  did  decide  was  in  relation 
to  its  jurisdiction ;  but  that  which  was  intended  to  be  presented 
was,  whether  the  President  could  control  the  Secretary  of  State 
in  the  performance  of  a  duty  prescribed  by  law  ;  and  the  Court 
said  he  possessed  no  such  power.  In  the  investigation  of  this 
point,  it  is  said,  in  relation  to  appointments  to  office  by  the  Presi- 
dent and  Senate,  that  the  nomination  is  the  sole  and  voluntary  act 
of  the  President,  and  that  the  appointment  is  also  the  sole  and  vol- 
untary act  of  the  President,  though  it  (the  appointment)  can  only 
be  performed  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 
Does  this  prove  that  the  President  alone  makes  the  appointment? 
Does  it  not  rather  prove  that  the  appointment  is  made  by  the  joint 
action  and  cooperation  of  the  President  and  Senate  ?  The  action 
of  the  Senate  is  as  necessary  to  create  the  appointment  as  that  of 
the  President.  Without  its  vote  of  advice  and  consent  no 
appointment  can  be  made.  How,  then,  can  it  be  contended  that 
they  have  no  participation  in  the  matter  ?  'We  are  not  to  lose  sight 
of  the  sense  and  substance  of  the  Constitution,  by  confining  our 

(1)  Marbury  v.  Madisou. 
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attention  exclusively  to  the  form  of  expression.  The  whole  clause 
and  every  other  clause  having  a  bearing  upon  the  subject  are  to 
be  taken  together,  and  construed  according  to  the  plain  and  gener- 
ally received  meaning  and  acceptation  of  its  language,  and  the 
obvious  intention  of  its  authors.  As  it  is  obvious,  then,  that  the 
President  alone,  and  consequently  the  Grovernor,  does  not  confer 
the  office,  as  he  alone  does  not  create  the  officer,  he  alone  cannot, 
according  to  the  rule  laid  down,  remove  him ;  as  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate  is  necessary  to  confer  the  ofl&ce,  it  must, 
according  to  this  rule,  be  necessary  to  remove  him. 

After  giving  to  the  President  and  Senate  the  appointment  of 
ambassadors  and  other  superior  officers,  the  Constitution  provides 
that  the  appointment  of  inferior  ones  may  be  vested  in  the  Presi- 
dent alone.  Is  it  not  clear,  then,  that  he  alone  does  not  appoint 
those  just  before  enumerated,  and  declared  to  be  appointed  by  the 
President  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate?  A  con- 
struction of  the  Constitution  which  would  give  the  President  alone 
the  appointment  of  judges  and  ambassadors,  &c.,  would  be  rather 
an  amendment,  than  a  construction  of  it.  It  would  leave  out  a 
part,  and  a  very  important  part  of  the  clause  in  relation  to  the 
appointment  of  officers.  The  cooperation  of  the  Senate  was 
intended  for  some  purpose.  The  provision  requiring  it  was  not 
inserted  in  the  Constitution  without  design.  It  appears,  from  the 
journal  of  the  Convention,  that  it  was  adopted  as  an  amendment 
to  the  original  drafts  upon  the  report  of  a  committee ;  and  was 
intended  to  give  to  the  Senate  a  participation  in,  and  control  over, 
appointments  to  office.  That  this  was  the  light  in  which  this  pro- 
vision was  viewed  by  the  first  Congress,  and  that  it  was  then 
understood  that  the  Senate,  conjointly  with  the  President,  was  the 
appointing  power,  is  proved  by  their  debates.  This  is  also  Judge 
Story's  view  of  the  subject.  He  says,  "The  power  to  nominate 
does  not  naturally  or  necessarily  include  the  power  to  remove  ; 
and  if  the  power  to  appoint  does  include  it,  then  the  latter  belongs 
conjointly  to  the  executive  and  the  Senate,"(l) 

Again  he  says,  "  The  President  is  to  nominate,  and  thereby  has 
the  sole  power  to  select  for  office :  but  his  nomination  cannot  confer 
office,  unless  approved  by  a  majority  of  the  Senate.  His  responsi- 
bility and  theirs  is  thus  complete  and  distinct."(2) 

According  to  these  authorities,  and  the  plain  and  obvious  mean- 
ing of  the  Constitution,  the  Senate,  as  a  coordinate  branch  of 
the  government,  conjointly  with  the  President,  is  the  appointing 
power  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States ;  and  as  our 
Constitution  gives  the  Governor  and  Senate  the  appointment  of 
Secretary,  in  the  identical  language  of  that  of  the  United  States, 
in  reference  to  appointments  by  the  President  and  Senate,  it  fol- 

(1)  3  story  on  Const.,  390.  (2)  3  Story  on  Const.,  376. 
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lows  conclusively,  that  the  Governor  and  Senate  conjointly  appoint 
the  Secretaiy,  and  that  the  Governor  alone  cannot  remove  him, 
because  he  alone  does  not  appoint  him.  The  Secretary  being 
appointed  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  upon 
the  principle  laid  down  by  the  Court  below,  their  advice  and  con- 
sent is  necessary  to  remove  him. 

Whatever  degree  of  weight,  therefore,  may  be  allowed  to  the 
maxim,  that  the  power  of  removal  is  incidental  to,  and  included 
in  the  power  of  appointment,  it  cannot  be  brought  in  aid  of  the 
Governor's  claim  of  power  to  remove  the  Secretary,  If  it  has  no 
application  under  our  government,  it  can  have  no  influence  upon 
the  present  case  ;  but  if,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is,  according  to  the 
assumption  of  the  Court  below,  a  principle  of  universal  applica- 
tion, whenever  the  tenure  of  the  office  of  the  appointee  is  unlimited, 
it  will  be  conclusive  against  the  Governor's  power  to  remove  the 
Secretary  ;  because,  under  this  rule,  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate  is  as  essential  to  the  removal,  as  it  is  necessary  to  the 
appointment;  and  that  has  not  been  given. 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  Governor  may  remove  the  Auditor 
and  Treasurer,  &c.  This  position,  and  the  position  that  the  right 
of  removal  is  incidental  to  that  of  appointment,  cannot  feoth  be 
correct.  The  General  Assembly  appoint  these  officers  ;  how  then 
can  the  Governor  remove  them,  if  that  right  belongs  to  the  power 
that  appoints  them  ? 

The  arguments  and  positions  .in  favor  of  the  power  claimed  for 
the  Governor  cannot  be  reconciled  with  each  other.  One  clear 
and  plain  grant  of  power  is  sufficient  to  justify  its  exercise ;  but  it 
is  certainly  a  presumption  that  no  such  grant  can  be  found,  when 
the  advocates  of  the  power  rely  with  more  confidence  on  general  • 
maxims,  drawn  from  other  governments,  than  upon  the  provisions 
of  the  Constitution  itself.  The  application  of  one  of  these  max- 
ims to  the  present  case,  I  have  shown,  would  defeat,  rather  than 
sustain,  the  claim  of  executive  power.  The  next  political  maxim 
relied  upon  is,  that  the  right  of  appointment  and  of  removal  from 
office  are  executive  functions,  and,  as  such,  belong  to  the  execu- 
tive. The  practice  of  the  President,  under  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  is  also  relied  upon  as  evidence  of  a  similar 
authority  in  the  Governor,  because  of  the  supposed  similarity 
between  that  Constitution  and  ours. 

It  is  assumed,  as  an  undeniable  proposition,  that  the  power  to 
appoint  to,  and  remove  from  office,  are  executive  functions;  and 
upon  this  assumption,  the  argument  in  favor  of  the  Governor's 
right  to  remove  the  Secretary  is  based.  The  most  improbable 
and  fanciful  theory  may  be  established,  if  the  premises  upon  which 
the  arguments  in  its  favor  are  founded  may  be  assumed  without 
proof.  But  the  truth  of  the  premises  should  be  established  before 
we  presume  to  draw  conclusions.  The  assumption,  that  appoint- 
ment to,  and  removal  from  office  is  an  executive  function,  war- 
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ranted  by  our  Constitution,  as  a  political  maxim,  is  subject  to 
exceptions,  and  is  applicable  only  to  governments  which  give  that 
power  to  the  executive.  Such  as  deny  to  the  executive  the  exer- 
cise of  this  prerogative  are  exceptions  to  the  rule.  It  is  rather  a 
monarchial  than  a  republican  maxim  of  government ;  so  far  as 
I  know,  or  as  has  been  shown,  we  may  search  in  vain,  in  the 
republics  of  the  Union,  for  a  constitutional  grant  to  the  executive, 
of  the  power  of  removal  from  office ;  while  that  of  appointment 
is  variously  modified.  In  England,  the  power  of  appointment 
and  removal  belongs  to  the  king ;  but  that  does  not  prove  that  it 
does  or  should  belong  to  the  Grovernor.  We  have  adopted  the 
common  law  of  that  country,  but  not  its  government,  or  political 
maxims.  According  to  the  theory  of  that  government,  the  king 
is  the  sovereign  power.  He  is  the  fountain  of  all  honors  and 
offices ;  all  are  conferred  by  him,  and  may  be  recalled  by  him,  at 
pleasure.  They  are  the  officers  of  the  king,  and  not  of  the  gov- 
ernment or  people ;  hence,  the  maxim,  under  that  government, 
that  the  power  of  appointing  and  removing  officers  is  an  executive 
function.  But  as  the  theory  and  principles  of  our  government 
are  essentially  different,  it  necessarily  follows,  that  the  maxims 
and  ruies  of  government  flowing  from,  and  applicable  to  it,  are 
also  different. 

According  to  the  theory  of  our  government,  the  people  are  the 
sovereign  power.  All  offices  are  created  and  administered  for 
their  benefit  and  convenience,  and  not  for  the  benefit  or  con- 
venience of  the  chief  magistrate.  All  the  officers  of  government 
derive  their  authority  directly  or  indirectly  from  the  people  ;  and 
an  officer,  who  is  to  execute  or  administer  the  laws,  is  not  less  an 
officer  of  the  people,  nor  more  an  officer  of  the  executive,  or  the 
legislature,  because  the  people  have  declared,  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, that  he  shall  receive  his  appointment  through  their  instru- 
mentality. In  making  the  appointment,  they  act  as  the  agents  of 
the  people,  but  when  that  act  is  performed,  their  agency  and 
authority  ceases.  The  President  is  appointed  by  electors,  but  that 
does  not  make  him  their  officer,  or  subject  to  their  control.  So, 
where  no  other  power  than  that  of  appointment  is  given  to  a 
department  of  the  government,  none  else  can  be  exercised,  unless 
where  the  appointee  is  the  mere  agent,  and  bound  to  execute  the 
will  of  the  appointing  power. 

If,  in  claiming  the  power  of  removal  as  an  executive  function, 
it  is  meant,  that  this  power  belongs,  ex-officio,  to  the  Governor;  that 
it  grows  out  of,  and  belongs  to,  the  office,  the  position  is  altogether 
untenable  ;  the  executive  power  under  this,  and  every  other  con- 
stitutional government,  is  just  such  power  as  the  Constitution 
confers  upon  him.  That  is  the  only  source  of  power.  Neither 
the  practice  nor  maxims  of  other  governments  can  confer  upon  him 
any  functions  or  powers.  But  it  is  laid  down,  as  a  "well  settled 
political  proposition,  that,  whenever  the  legislative  powers  of  a  gov- 
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ernment  are  undefined,  it  includes  the  judicial  and  executive  attri- 
butes."(l)  The  executive  and  judiciary,  therefore,  can  exercise 
DO  powers  but  such  as  are  granted,  while  the  legislature  can  exer- 
cise all  powers  not  forbidden. 

It  is  also  argued,  that  the  Constitution  of  this  State  was  modeled 
after  that  of  the  United  States ;  and  that,  inasmuch  as  the  Presi- 
dent has  the  power,  under  that  instrument,  of  removing  officers  in 
the  executive  department,  the  same  power  was  intended  to  be  given 
to  the  Grovernor.  This  reasoning  is  more  plausible  than  sound, 
and,  like  that  predicated  upon  the  assumption  that  the  Secretary  is 
the  confidential  officer  of  the  Governor,  and  that  the  power  of 
appointment  and  removal  is  an  executive  function  under  our  Con- 
stitution, is  based  upon  incorrect  premises.  Some  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  two  Constitutions  are  similar,  but  they  are  essentially 
different  as  regards  the  grants  of  executive  power.  They  both 
contain  the  same  general  division  and  definition  of  the  powers  of 
government,  and  both  grant  to  the  executive  the  pardoning  power, 
and  constitute  him  commander-in-chief.  They  are  also  alike,  in 
requiring  him  to  see  that  the  laws  are  executed,  and  to  give  infor- 
mation to  the  legislative  department  of  the  state  of  the  govern- 
ment. The  right  of  the  President  to  require  the' opinion,  and  of 
the  Governor  to  require  information  from  the  officers  in  the  execu- 
tive department,  I  have  shown  to  be  different,  and  intended  for  a 
different  purpose.  And  I  think  I  have  also  shown,  that  the  power 
of  removal  cannot  be  inferred  from  these,  or  any  of  the  provisions 
in  which  the  two  Constitutions  are  similiar.  The  power  of  appoint- 
ment to  office,  delegated  to  the  respective  executives,  and  the 
power  of  supervision  intended  to  be  conferred,  will,  by  a  recur- 
rence to  the  Constitution,  be  found  to  be  widely  different.  If  the 
constitutional  grants  of  executive  power  can  be  shown  to  be 
similiar  in  reference  to  some  subjects,  but  are  different  in  respect 
to  appointment  to  office,  it  must  be  evident  that  different  powers 
were  intended  to  be  conferred.  That  could  be  the  only  motive 
for  a  deviation  from  the  supposed  model. 

But  is  there  not  as  much  reason  for  supposing  that  the  Consti- 
tutions of  the  State  governments  served  as  models  for  the  forma- 
tion of  ours,  as  that  of  the  United  States.  There  is  scarcely  a 
provision  in  it  that  is  not  to  be  found  in  one  or  other  of  the  State 
Constitutions,  either  identical,  or  in  a  form  slightly  modified ;  and 
as  the  objects  and  general  powers  of  our  government  bear  a  nearer 
resemblance  to  those  of  the  other  State  governments,  than  to  those 
of  the  general  government,  their  practice,  under  constitutional 
provisions  similar  to  ours,  would,  seem  to  afford  a  precedent 
(so  far  as  precedent  is  entitled  to  influence),  of  more  weight  than 
that  of  the  general  government.  But,  so  far  as  my  knowledge 
upon  this  point  extends  (though  I  confess  it  is  limited),   I  do 

(1)  1  Peters'  Cond.  R.,  213. 
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not  know  of  but  one  Governor  in  the  Union  who  possesses  the 
power  claimed  for  the  Grovernor  of  this  State.  And  we  may  fairly 
presume  that  none  other  does,  as  ihe  evidence  of  its  exercise  has 
not  been  adduced  by  any  of  the  able  counsel,  who  did  not  omit  to 
bring  forward  every  practice  or  exercise  of  executive  power,  calcu- 
lated to  countenance  or  support  that  which  they  advocated. 

In  order  to  ascertain  how  far  the  practice  of  the  President  can 
be  regarded  as  a  precedent  for  the  like  practice  by  the  Governor, 
it  is  necessary  to  enquire  how  far  their  constitutional  powers  of 
appointment  to  office  are  alike ;  and  also,  whether  the  officers 
whom  the  President  may  remove,  and  the  Secretary  of  this  State 
bear  the  same  relation  to  the  respective  executives?  Upon  a 
similarity  in  these  points,  and  upon  both  executives  having  the 
same  interest  in,  and  control  over,  the  subjects  to  which  the  duties 
of  the  officers  relate,  must  depend  the  degree  of  influence  which 
the  practice  of  the  general  government  is  entitled  to  have  upon 
that  of  ours.  The  same  grant  of  power  does  not  necessarily  or 
naturally  give  the  same  control  over  subjects  or  officers  of  a  dif- 
ferent character. 

But,  recurring  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  of 
this  State  there  will  be  found  a  great  disparity  between  the  execu- 
tive powers  of  appointment  to  office  conferred  by  the  two  Con- 
stitutions; and  by  recurring  to  the  organization  of  the  offices 
under  the  two  governments,  as  great  a  disparity  will  be  found  to 
exist  in  relation  to  the  control  and  supervision  conferred  upon  the 
respective  executives  over  the  officers  in  the  executive  depart- 
ment; and  none  of  the  reasons  upon  which  Congress,  in  1789, 
recognized  in  the  President  the  right  to  remove  those  officers,  are 
applicable  to  the  Governor's  claim  of  power. 

By  the  second  section  of  the  second  article  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  it  is  provided  that  the  President  "  shall 
have  power  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  to 
naake  treaties,  provided  two-thirds  of  the  Senators  present  concur, 
and  shall  nominate,  and  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate  shall  appoint  ambassadors,  other  public  ministers 
and  consuls,  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  and  all  other  officers  of 
the  United  States,  whose  appointments  are  not  herein  otherwise 
provided  for,  and  which  shall  be  established  by  law.  But  Con- 
gress may  by  law  vest  the  appointment  of  such  inferior  officers,  as 
they  may  think  proper,  in  the  President  alone,  in  the  courts  of 
law,  or  in  the  heads  of  the  departments. " 

This  clause  gives  to  the  President  and  Senate  the  appointment 
of  all  the  superior  officers  of  the  government;  and  Congress  has 
given  most  of  the  others.  There  is  some  propriety,  therefore,  in 
calling  appointment  to  office  an  executive  function,  under  the 
genera]  government.     But  can  it  be  so  called  under  ours? 

The  Constitution  of  this  State,  after  giving  the  appointment  of 
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clerks  to  the  courts,  and  that  of  almost  all  the  other  officers  to  the 
people  and  the  legislature,  provides,  by  the  twenty-second  section 
of  the  third  article,  that  ''  The  Governor  shall  nominate,  and,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  appoint  all  officers 
whose  appointments  are  not  herein  otherwise  provided  for;  "  with 
the  farther  proviso  that  inspectors,  &c.,  and  all  other  officers 
whose  jurisdiction  is  confined  to  the  county,  may  be  appointed 
in  such  manner  as  the  General  Assembly  shall  prescribe.  Although 
the  Constitution  provides,  I  believe,  for  the  appointment  of  all  the 
officers  it  creates,  and  gives  to  the  legislature  the  right  of  prescrib- 
ing the  manner  of  appointing  all  county  officers,  still  this  section 
would  have  left  to  the  Governor  some  chance  of  appointment  to 
office,  besides  those  specially  given  him,  if  this  was  all  that  had 
l:)een  said  upon  the  subject.  But  it  is  not.  By  the  tenth  section 
of  the  Schedule  it  is  declared  that  "  An  Auditor  of  Public  Accounts, 
an  Attorney-General  and  such  other  officers  for  the  State  as  may 
be  necessary,  may  be  appointed  by  the  General  Assembly,  whose 
duties  may  be  regulated  by  law." 

The  practical  construction  which  this  section  has  received 
takes  from  the  Governor  all  appointments  except  such  as  are 
expressly  given  him.  I  do  not  express  any  opinion  upon  the  pro- 
priety of  this  construction ;  and  I  am  still  less  disposed  to  advo- 
cate the  policy  of  giving  all  appointments  to  office  to  the  legis- 
lature, rather  than  to  the  executive.  But  that  is  not  the  point  for 
adjudication. 

What  officers  then,  has  the  Constitution  given  the  Governor  the 
right  to  appoint,  that  establishes  the  analogy  between  the  constitu- 
tional powers  of  the  President  and  the  Governor  ?  The  President 
may,  in  conjunction  with  the  Senate,  appoint  all  the  superior 
officers  of  the  general  government.  The  Governor  may,  in  con- 
junction with  the  Senate,  appoint  a  Secretary  of  State,  and  he  may 
appoint  his  staff  officers.  These  are  all.  How,  then,  can  it  be 
said  that  there  is  an  analogy  between  the  two  Constitutions,  in 
reference  to  the  power  of  appointment  delegated  to  the  respective 
executives?  On  the  contrary,  there  is  a  marked  contrast  between 
their  constitutional  powers. 

And  does  the  Governor's  right  to  appoint  two  staff  officers  and 
a  Secretary  of  State  create  a  general  rule,  and  constitute  appoint- 
ment to  office  an  executive  function  under  our  Constitution  ?  I 
think  not.  But  to  prove  that  it  does,  the  Court  below  gives  a 
long  list  of  officers,  embracing  nearly  all  belonging  to  the  govern- 
ment, who  may  be  appointed  by  the  people,  the  legislature  or  the 
judiciary,  and  says  that  these  are  all  the  instances  in  which  appoint- 
ments can  be  made,  except  by  the  executive.  And  these,  it  is 
contended,  are  exceptions  to  the  general  rule,  that  appointment  to 
olHce  is  an  executive  functioYi.  Now,  to  say  that  the  appointment 
of  three  officers,  and  one  of  them  in  connection  with  another 
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branch  of  the  government,  constitutes  a  general  rule,  and  that  the 
appointment  bj  the  people,  the  legislature  and  the  judiciary,  of 
several  hundred  times  that  number,  are  merely  exceptions  to  this 
general  rule,  is,  to  my  mind,  a  confusion  of  language,  and  con- 
founds and  reverses  all  preconceived  ideas  of  general  rules,  and 
the  exceptions  thereto. 

As  the  right  of  appointment  to  office  has  not  been  given  to  the 
Governor  as  a  general  rule,  as  it  has  to  the  President,  the  analogy 
between  their  powers  relied  upon  does  not  hold  good ;  and 
whatever  may  be  the  theoretical  or  political  denomination  of  this 
power  under  other  governments,  it  cannot  be  considered  an  execu- 
tive function  under  our  Constitution,  because  it  does  not  belong 
to  the  executive.  Under  the  English  government,  the  power  to 
declare  war  and  to  coin  money,  as  well  as  to  appoint  to  office,  are 
executive  functions,  because  they  belong  to  the  executive.  But 
they  cannot  be  so  denominated,  even  under  the  general  govern- 
ment. These  powers  not  having  been  granted  to  the  executive 
of  that  government,  they  cannot,  under  it,  be  called  executive 
functions.  So  diversified  is  the  practice  of  the  governments  of 
the  States,  in  reference  to  the  appointment  of  officers,  that  no 
general  rule  can  be  deduced  from  it ;  certainly  none  to  justify  the 
assumption  that  it  is  an  executive  function.  Under  these  govern- 
ments then,  it  is  an  executive,  or  legislative,  or  popular  function 
or  power,  according  as  the  respective  Constitutions  have  made 
it  so. 

The  disparity  between  the  powers  of  the  President  and  Gover- 
nor is  not  greater  in  reference  to  appointment  to  office  than  it  is 
in  reference  to  their  supervision  and  control  of  the  officers  of  the 
executive  department,  when  appointed. 

The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  of  this  State  contain 
the  same  declarations,  that  the  executive  powers  of  the  govern- 
ment shall  be  vested  in  the  respective  executives;  and  in  the 
Constitution  of  the  first,  this  declaration  is  carried  out  by  its  other 
provisions.  It  creates  no  other  officers  in  whom  a  portion  of  this 
power  is  vested  or  required  to  be  vested  by  law.  Those  officers 
v/hom  the  President  may  remove  are  created  by  law,  as  aids  and 
helps  to  him  in  the  performance  of  his  duties.  But  the  declara- 
tion in  our  Constitution,  that  the  executive  power  of  the  govern- 
ment shall  be  vested  in  the  Governor,  is  to  be  understood  in  a 
much  more  limited  sense ;  inasmuch  as,  by  its  other  provisions,  it 
is  greatly  circumscribed  and  narrowed  down.  Unlike  the  Con- 
stitution _  of  the  United  States,  ours  has  created  other  executive 
•oiiicers,  in  whom  a  portion  of  this  power  is  required  to  be  vested 
by  law,  not  tor  be  assigned  by  the  Governor.  He  can  assign  no 
duties  to  the  Secretary.  That  idea  is  negatived  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, requiring  all  his  diities,  in  addition  to  such  as  it  has  prescribed, 
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to  be  assigned  by  law.     He  is,  therefore,  the  officer  of  the  Con- 
stitution, and  not  of  the  Governor. 

By  an  examination  of  the  laws  of  Congress,  organizing  the 
offices  of  the  executive  department  of  the  general  government, 
and,  by  recurring  to  the  Constitution,  it  will  be  found  that  this 
distinction  exists  in  reference  to  all  the  officers  in  the  executive 
department  of  the  two  governments.  And  by  a  recurrence  to  the 
congressional  debates  of  1787.  it  will  be  seen  that  the  power  of  ■ 
removal  was  conceded  to  the  President,  because  of  his  executive 
powers,  of  his  responsibility  for  the  performance  of  the  duties  of 
the  executive  department,  and  of  his  supervision  and  control  of 
the  executive  officers.     None  of  these  apply  to  the  Governor. 

The  law  creating  the  office  of  Secretary  of  Foreign  Affairs 
(now  called  Secretary  of  State)  provides  "That  the  Secretary 
for  the  department  of  Foreign  Affairs  shall  perform  and  execute 
such  duties  as  shall  from  time  to  time  be  enjoined  on,  or  intrusted 
to  him,  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  agreeably  to  the 
Constitution,  relative  to  correspondence,  commissions,  or  instruc- 
tions to,  or  with,  public  ministers  or  consuls  from  the  United 
States,  or  to  negotiate  with  public  ministers  from  foreign  States  or 
princes,  or  to  memorials,  or  other  applications  from  foreign  public 
ministers,  or  other  foreigners,  or  to  such  other  matters  respect- 
ing foreign  affairs,  as  the  President  of  the  United  States  shall 
assign  to  the  said  department.  And  furthermore,  that  the  said 
principal  officer  shall  conduct  the  business  of  the  said  department 
in  such  manner  as  the  President  of  the  United  States  shall  from 
time  to  time  order  or  prescribe."  This  law,  it  will  be  observed, 
requires  of  the  officer  the  performance  of  no  duties  but  such  as 
shall  be  assigned  him  by  the  President,  and  they  are  to  be  per- 
formed under  his  supervision  and  direction.  Upon  the  passage 
of  this  law,  in  1789,  the  question  arose  whether  this  officer  should 
be  removable  from  office  by  the  President  alone,  or  by  the  Presi- 
dent and  Senate,  the  generally  recognized  appointing  power. 
Men  of  the  highest  talents  and  purest  patriotism  took  different 
sides  of  the  question.  The  republican  party,  generally,  were 
opposed  to  the  President's  exercise  of  the  power  of  removal. 
They  contended,  that,  when  that  power  existed,  it  should  be  exer- 
cised by  the  same  power  that  conferred  the  appointment ;  that  it 
resulted  from,  and  was  incidental  to,  the  power  of  appointment ; 
and,  as  the  consent  of  the  Senate  was  necessary  to  confer  an  office, 
it  should  be  necessary  to  remove  the  officer.  That  this  power, 
vested  in  the  President  alone,  would  be  an  arbitrary  and  monarch- 
ical prerogative,  that  might,  in  the  hands  of  an  ambitious  and 
corrupt  man,  be  used  for  the  base  and  unworthy  purpose  of  grati- 
fying personal  and  party  resentments,  of  depressing  the  freedom 
of  opinion  and  action,  and  of  converting  all  the  officers  into  mere 
tools  and  creatures  of  the  executive. 
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The  Federal  party  advocated  the  power  of  dismissal  by  the 
President  alone,  and  argued  that  it  resulted  from  the  powers  and 
duties  of  the  President,  and  was  essential  to  their  exercise.  That, 
as  the  President  was  responsible  for  the  executive  department,  he 
should  have  the  control  of  the  officers  who  were  to  assist  him  in  its 
administration.  They  contended  that  all  the  public  ministers,  and 
heads  of  department,  were  the  mere  aids  and  helps  of  the  Presi- 
dent in  the  performance  of  his  duties;  and,  as  they  received  their 
directions  from  him,  and  were,  by  law,  bound  to  conform  to  his 
will  and  instructions,  in  the  manner  of  performing  the  trust  con- 
fided to  them,  he  should  have  the  power  of  removing  them,  as 
the  means  of  compelling  their  obedience.  They  also  argued,  that 
the  danger  of  dismissing  good  officers,  for  a  difference  of  political 
opinion,  or  to  make  room  for  favorites  or  dependents,  must  be 
imaginary.  That  no  man,  elevated  to  so  exalted  a  station,  could 
descend  to  such  a  prostitution  of  the  power  and  confidence  reposed 
in  him.  And  Mr.  Madison  declared  that  removals  made,  from 
motives  so  unworthy,  would  subject  a  President  to  impeachment, 
and  removal  from  office. 

These  last  arguments  prevailed.  Which,  from  their  prescience 
of  coming  events,  were  best  entitled  to  prevail,  each  one  will  decide 
for  himself  By  a  small  majority  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, and  by  the  casting  vote  of  the  Yice-President  in  the  Senate, 
it  was  decided  that  the  President  alone  should  have  the  power  of 
removing  the  Secretary  of  Foreign  Affairs,  and,  consequently,  all 
other  heads  of  departments,  and  embassadors,  &c.,  who,  like  him, 
are  subject  to  the  control  and  supervision  of  the  President. 

In  relation  to  this  decision,  it  is  remarked,  by  Judge  Story, 
"  That  the  final  decision  of  this  question,  so  made,  was  greatly 
influenced  by  the  exalted  character  of  the  President  then  in  office 
[Washington],  was  asserted  at  the  time,  and  has  always  been 
believed. "(1)  That  it  was  contrary  to  the  exposition  that  had 
before  that  time  been  given  to  the  Constitution  is  asserted  by 
high  authority,  and  is  proved  by  the  Federalist,  a  work  composed 
by  several  of  the  ablest  statesmen  of  the  age,  for  the  purpose  of 
answering  objections  brought  against  it  by  its  opponents,  and  to 
propitiate  for  it  the  favor  of  the  public.  "(2) 

But,  whatever  may  be  the  opinion  of  the  correctness  of  this 
exposition  of  the  Constitution,  the  long  acquiescence  in,  and  prac- 
tice under  it,  may  well  be  considered  as  having  established  it  too 
firmly  to  be  shaken.  That  the  power  of  removal  is  liable  to  great 
abuse  cannot  be  doubted ;  and  that,  if  required  to  be  exercised  in 
conjunction  with  the  Senate,  the  danger  of  that  abuse  would  be 
greatly  diminished,  if  not  entirely  removed,  admits  of  as  little 
doubt.     But  whether,  if  to  be  thus  exercised,  its  efficiency,  as  a 

(1)  3  story  on  Const.,  394.  (2)  Federalist,  No.  77. 
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means  of  putting  aside  imbecility  and  corruption,  and  frustrating 
fraud  or  treachery,  would,  under  all  circumstances,  be  equal  to  the 
emergency,  may  well  be  doubted. 

These  questions,  however,  have  no  connection  with  the  present 
case.  It  is  not  necessary,  for  the  support  of  my  views  in  respect 
to  it,  that  I  should  controvert  that  exposition  of  the  Constitution 
that  allows  to  the  President  the  power  of  removal ;  nor  am  I  dis- 
posed to  animadvert  upon  its  exercise.  But  I  propose  to  show, 
by  a  reference  to  the  debates  upon  that  question,  that  none  of  the 
reasons  upon  which  this  power  was  allowed  the  President  are 
applicable  to  the  Governor. 

One  of  the  reasons  assigned  for  the  President's  authority  to 
remove  the  executive  officers  is  his  control  over  the  executive 
department  and  the  executive  officers.  In  the  debate  of  1789, 
Mr.  Ames  said,  "  The  Constitution  places  all  executive  power  in 
the  hands  of  the  President ;  and  could  he  personally  execute  all  the 
laws,  there  would  be  no  occasion  for  establishing  auxiliaries  ;  but 
the  circumscribed  powers  of  human  nature  in  one  man  demands 
the  aid  of  others."  Mr.  Madison  held  the  same  language.  "It 
is  evidently  the  intention  of  the  Constitution,"  said  he,  ''  that  the 
chief  magistrate  should  be  responsible  for  the  executive  depart- 
ment. So  far,  therefore,  as  we  do  not  make  the  officers  who  are 
to  aid  him  in  the  duties  of  that  department  responsible  to  him,  he 
is  not  responsible  to  the  country."  Mr.  Lawrence  also  contended, 
that,  "  In  the  Constitution,  the  heads  of  department  are  con- 
sidered the  mere  assistants  of  the  President,  in  the  performance  of 
his  executive  duties.  He  has  the  superintendence,  the  control 
and  inspection  of  their  conduct ;  he  has  an  intimate  connection 
with  them,  they  must  receive  from  him  his  orders  and  direc- 
tion."(l) 

Is  it  not  clear,  from  these  views  of  the  advocates  of  the  Presi- 
dent's power  of  removal,  that  there  is  no  analogy  between  his 
power  and  duties  and  those  of  the  Governor,  or  between  the 
character  and  accountability  of  the  executive  oflScers  of  the  gen- 
eral government,  and  of  this  government  ?  The  Governor  has 
not,  like  the  President,,  the  whole  control  of  the  executive  depart- 
ment ;  the  Secretary  and  other  officers  are  not  placed  under  his 
control,  to  receive  his  orders  and  direction,  or  to  aid  him  in  the 
performance  of  his  duties.  The  office  of  Secretary,  and  that  of 
the  other  officers  of  the  executive  department,  like  that  of  the 
Governor,  are  created  by  the  Constitution,  and  their  duties,  like 
his,  are  assigned  by  law.  Each  constitutes  different  parts  of  the 
machinery  of  government,  and  is  bound  to  move  in  the  order  pre- 
scribed by  law.  Where,  then,  is  the  analogy  between  these  officers 
and  those  who  are  underthe  absolute  direction  of  the  President, 
to  be  controlled  or  dismissed  at  will? 

(1)  4  Cong.  Debates,  156,  166. 
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As,  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  President  has 
the  control  of  the  whole  executive  department,  it  having  created  no 
other  officers  in  whom  any  portion  is  vested,  or  required  to  be 
vested  by  law  ;  and  as  those  who  are  to  assist  him  in  its  adminis- 
tration are  by  law  placed  under  his  supervision  and  control,  he 
thereby  becomes  politically  responsible  for  its  proper  administra- 
tion. This  responsibility  was  strongly  urged  as  a  reason  for  giv- 
ing him  authority  to  remove  those  officers  for  whose  conduct  he 
was  responsible.  "  It  would  seem  incongruous  and  absurd  (said 
Mr.  Sedgwick),  that  an  officer  who,  in  the  reason  and  nature  of 
things,  was  dependent  upon  his  principal,  to  conduct  such  business 
as  was  committed  to  the  charge  of  his  superior  (for  this  business  is 
committed  solely  to  his  charge),  I  say,  it  would  be  absurd,  in  the 
highest  degree,  to  continue  such  a  person  in  office  contrary  to  the 
will  of  the  President,  who  is  responsible  for  business  being  con- 
ducted with  propriety,  and  for  the  general  interest  of  the  nation. 
The  President  is  made  responsible;  and  shall  he  not  judge  of  the 
talents,  ability  and  integrity  of  his  instruments  ? "  Again,  Mr. 
Stone  remarked,  "  If  we  establish  an  office,  avowedly  to  aid  the 
President,  we  leave  the  conduct  of  it  to  his  discretion.  Hence, 
the  whole  executive  power  is  left  to  him."  Again,  "  Is  it  not 
made  expressly  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  of  Foreign  Affairs  to 
obey  such  orders  as  shall  be  given  to  him  by  the  President ;  and 
would  you  keep  in  office  a  man  who  should  refuse  or  neglect  to  do 
the  duties  assigned  him  ?  Is  not  the  President  responsible  for  the 
administration  ?     He  certainly  is.''(l) 

Many  more  extracts  could  be  given  from  the  debates  upon  this 
question,  all  tending  to  prove,  that  the  power  of  removal  by  the 
President  was  advocated  and  allowed,  upon  the  ground,  that  the 
business  that  the  officers  were  to  conduct  was  his  business,  which 
he  assigned  them,  and  which  was  conducted  under  his  supervision 
and  control.  That,  as  the  officer  was  the  mere  organ  through 
whom  he  transacted  the  business  of  this  department,  and  as  he  was 
responsible  for  his  acts,  these  considerations  should  entitle  him  to 
the  right  of  dismissing  him,  as  the  means  of  insuring  his  obedience 
and  vigilance. 

Here,  again,  is  a  contrast,  in  place  of  an  analogy,  between  the 
powers  and  responsibility  of  the  executives  of  the  two  govern- 
ments ;  and  also  between  the  character  and  accountability  of  the 
executive  officers  of  the  respective  governments. 

The  Governor  is,  neither  in  fact  nor  in  theory,  personally  or 
politically  responsible  for  the  official  conduct  of  the  Secretary,  or 
any  other  officer.  He  cannot  assign  him  the  performance  of  a 
single  duty,  or  control  him  in  the  performance  of  those  assigned 
by  law.     He  does  not  move  in  the  executive  circle,  as  has  been 

(1)  4  Cong.  Debates,  187,  191. 
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said,  bat  in  that  marked  out  by  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  separ- 
ate, distinct  from,  and  independent  of,  that  of  the  Governor.  He 
looks  to  the  law  for  his  authority  and  duties,  and  not  to  the  Gov- 
ernor ;  and  to  that,  and  that  alone,  he  is  responsible  for  their  per- 
formance. 

Another  cogent  reason  in  favor  of  the  President's  authority  and 
control  over  the  heads  of  department  and  public  ministers,  arises 
out  of  the  confidential  character  of  the  connection  and  intercourse 
between  them  and  the  President.  Through  the  Secretary  of 
State  and  ambassadors,  all  negotiations,  whether  of  peace  or  war, 
commerce  or  navigation,  are  conducted ;  and  with  the  Secretary 
of  War  and  of  the  Navy,  the  plans  of  campaigns,  the  movements 
of  the  army  and  navy,  are  arranged  and  settled.  It  must,  there- 
fore, be  manifest  that  the  communications  and  intercourse  betw.een 
these  functionaries  are  often  of  a  secret  and  highly  confidential 
nature,  and  such  as.  if  betrayed,  might  greatly  prejudice  the  inter- 
est and  safety  of  the  nation.  Nothing,  therefore,  short  of  the 
power  of  promptly  dismissing  an  unfaithful  or  even  indiscreet 
agent,  could  counteract  or  obviate  the  effects  of  his  folly  or  treach- 

This  reason,  no  more  than  the  others  upon  which  the  Presi- 
dent's power  of  removal  was  allowed,  applies  to  the  present  case. 
In  no  point  of  view  does  the  Secretary  bear  the  same  relation  to 
the  Governor,  that  the  secretaries  or  ambassadors  of  the  United 
States  do  to  the  President.  He  is  not  a  confidential  officer  of 
the  executive,  and  no  official  intercourse  of  a  secret  or  confiden- 
tial character  can  take  place  between  them.  The  Governor  has 
no  title  to  the  opinion  or  confidence  of  the  Secretary,  upon  any 
subject;  and  the  official  information  which  he  may  require  re- 
lates to  public  matters  which  all  may  know ;  and  the  object  of 
the  requisition  is  to  make  them  still  more  public  and  notorious,  by 
communicating  them  to  the  General  Assembly.  This  is  also  the 
object  of  recording  the  official  acts  of  the  Governor,  The  very 
reverse  of  secrecy  or  confidence  is  contemplated  by  the  Constitution, 
in  requiring  the  performance  of  these  duties.  Neither  the  heads 
of  departments  of  the  United  States,  nor  their  clerks,  can  be 
required  to  give  evidence  of  transactions  in  their  offices  of  a  confi- 
dential nature.  But  no  such  exemption  applies  to  the  Secretary 
of  this  State;  which  shows,  that  no  secret  or  confidential  transac- 
tions or  intercourse  is  contemplated  between  him  and  any  other 
functionary  of  the  government. 

The  congressional  exposition  of  the  constitutional  powers  of  the 
President,  in  1789,  has  been  relied  on,  with  much  apparent  confi- 
dence, as  authority  in  favor  of  the  Governor's  claim  of  the  same 
power  that  was  conceded  to  the  President.  But,  from  a  view  of 
the  arguments  and  reasons  upon  which  the  authority  of  the  Presi- 
dent was  urged,  and  allowed,  taken  in  connection  with  the  disparity 
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between  the  constitutional  powers  of  two  executives,  and  the 
contrast  between  the  character  of  the  executive  officers  of  the  gene- 
ral and  State  goverments,  it  is  to  my  mind  a  strong  authority 
against  the  exercise  of  the  same  power  under  the  latter,  that  is 
allowed  under  the  former.  Throughout,  there  is  rather  a  contrast 
tlian  analogy  between  the  circumstances  of  that  case  and  the  pres- 
ent. The  office  of  Secretary  is  created  by  the  Constitution,  and 
all  his  duties  are  prescribed  by  law,  agreeably  to  the  Constitution. 
The  President  has  no  constitutional  power  to  remove  any  officer 
whose  office  is  thus  created,  or  all  of  whose  duties  are  thus  pre- 
scribed. But  so  far  as  he  possesses  the  power  to  remove  this 
class  of  officers,  it  is  expressly  given  by  law.  But  the  offices  of 
those  officers  whom  he  may  dismiss  owe  their  origin  to  the  law, 
and  not  to  the  Constitution,  and  consequently  subject  to  repeal 
or  modification.  Their  duties  are,  to  a  great  extent,  prescribed 
by  the  President;  and  to  him  alone,  to  that  extent,  they  are 
accountable  for  their  performance.  The  executive  power,  and  the 
control  of  the  executive  department  of  the  goverment  are  vested, 
by  the  Constitution,  in  the  President  alone.  It  creates  no  other 
officer  in  whom  any  portion  of  this  power  is  vested,  or  required  to 
be  vested,  by  law ;  and  those  who  are  to  aid  him  in  the  perform- 
ance of  his  duties  are,  by  the  laws  of  their  creation,  placed  under 
his  supervision  and  control.  They  bear  to  each  other  the  relation 
of  principal  and  agent.  Hence  his  responsibility,  and  his  right  of 
removal.  But  mark  the  contrast  between  the  constitutional  dele- 
gation of  power  to  the  two  executives,  upon  this  subject.  Our 
Constitution  has  not  delegated  to  the  Governor  all  the  executive 
power  of  the  government;  nor  has  it  given  him  any  direction 
or  control  over  the  Secretary,  or  other  officers  of  the  executive 
department. 

By  the  creation  of  these  officers,  the  Constitution  contemplated 
a  division  of  the  executive  power  of  the  government;  and  by 
requiring  their  duties  to  be  prescribed  by  law,  it  negatived  the  idea 
of  their  being  prescribed  by  the  executive,  as  those  of  the  general 
government  are.  The  Governor,  therefore,  has  no  control  or  direc- 
tion of  the  Secretary,  and  his  responsibility  is  as  limited  as  his 
authority  is  circumscribed. 

From  this  comparison  between  the  powers  of  the  President  and 
Governor,  and  between  the  character,  duties,  and  accountability  of 
the  officers  whom  the  President  may  remove,  and  the  Secretary 
of  this  State,  there  is  no  similarity,  so  far  as  regards  the  decision 
of  this  case ;  and,  by  an  examination  of  the  debates  of  1789,  it  will 
be  seen  that  the  concession  to  the  President,  of  the  power  now 
claimed  by  the  Governor,  was  made  for  reasons  which  cannot 
apply  to  it.  Convenience  and  a  supposed  necessity  may  have  had 
some  influence,  but,  from  the  general  scope  and  tendency  of  the 
arguments  of  the  advocates  of  the  President's  power,  there  would 
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seem  to  be  no  doubt  but  the  concession  was  made  because  of  the 
general  grant  to  him  of  executive  power ;  his  entire  control  over, 
and  responsibility  for,  the  proper  administration  of  the  executive 
departments ;  and  because  of  his  right  to  prescribe  the  duties  of 
the  officers  of  the  departments,  and  supervise  and  control  them  in 
the  manner  of  their  execution.  The  same  principle  upon  which  the 
President's  power  was  affirmed  was  carried  out  and  applied  to 
the  functionaries  of  the  government  by  the  legislation  of  this  Con- 
gress. In  organizing  the  judicial  courts,  they  gave  to  the  Presi- 
dent and  Senate  the  appointment  of  marshals,  and  to  the  marshals 
the  appointment  of  their  deputies  ;  but,  because  of  the  interest  in 
and  control  over  the  subjects  to  which  the  deputy's  duties  relate, 
that  the  court  must  necessarily  have  the  right  to  dismiss  him  from 
office  was  given  to  the  court,  and  not  to  the  marshal,  by  whom  he 
was  appointed. 

The  marked  disparity  between  the  powers  and  responsibility  of 
the  general  government  and  that  of  this  State  naturally  and  neces- 
sarily results  from  the  different  character  of  the  respective  gov- 
ernments, their  powers,  duties  and  the  object  of  their  creation. 

The  government  of  the  United  States  is  the  national  government 
of  the  Union.  To  that  is  delegated  the  attributes  of  national 
sovereignty.  The  duties  of  the  executive  of  the  national  Govern- 
ment are,  therefore,  widely  extended  and  greatly  diversified  ; 
"  Embracing  all  the  ordinary  and  extraordinary  arrangements  of 
peace  and  war,  of  diplomacy  and  navigation,  of  finance,  of  naval 
and  military  operations,  and  of  the  execution  of  the  laws  through- 
out almost  infinite  ramifications  of  details,  and  in  places  at  vast 
distances  from  each  other."  His  views  are  not  bounded  even  by 
the  circuit  of  the  whole  Union,  but  must  extend  to  the  most  remote 
regions  to  which  commerce  or  navigation  has  extended,  or  con- 
nected our  interest.  So  multifarious  and  diversified,  therefore, 
are  the  functions  of  his  office,  that  the  limited  abilities  of  no  one 
man  are  equal  to  their  discharge.  Hence  the  necessity  of  organiz- 
ing various  departments,  and  the  employment  of  numerous  ambas- 
sadors, and  other  public  ministers ;  all  of  whom  constitute  so 
many  aids  and  helps  in  the  performance  of  the  executive  duties  of 
the  President.  And  as  many  of  the  duties  of  these  officers  cannot 
be  regulated  by  law,  because  they  cannot  be  anticipated,  but  arise 
out  of  the  changing  exigencies  of  time  and  circumstances,  large 
discretion  must,  from  necessity,  be  vested  somewhere ;  and  it  has 
been  vested  in  the  President  as  the  chief  executive  officer  of  the 
government.  From  his  interest  in  and  control  over  all  the  busi- 
ness of  the  executive  department,  and  his  political  responsibility 
for  its  administration,  arises  his  right  to  supervise,  control  and 
dismiss  those  executive  officers  who  are  his  political  and  confiden- 
tial aids  in  the  discharge  of  his  executive  duties. 

But  the  State  governments  are  widely  different  in  their  objects, 
Vol.  II.  16 
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powers  and  duties.  Compared  with  the  general  government,  they 
may  be  denominated  domestic  governments.  They  act,  exclu- 
sively, upon  the  domestic  relations  of  life.  Their  regulations  and 
sphere  of  action  are  limited  to  their  territorial  boundaries.  The 
powers  and  duties  of  the  chief  executive  magistrate,  therefore, 
are  proportionably  limited,  and  such  as  from  their  nature  are 
capable  of  being  specifically  prescribed  and  regulated  by  law  ; 
and,  unlike  those  of  the  President,  they  may  all  be  performed  in 
person.  He  neither  has,  nor  does  he  require,  the  aid  of  others  in 
the  performance  of  any  of  his  duties.  The  duties,  likewise,  of 
all  the  executive  officers  of  the  State,  are  capable  of  being  regu- 
lated by  law ;  and  by  our  Constitution,  they  are  required  to  be  so 
regulated.  No  discretionary  authority  or  control  over  them  is 
delegated  to  the  Grovernor  by  the  Constitution  ;  nor  does  it  con- 
template the  delegation  of  such  power  by  law. 

From  the  discretionary  powers  with  which  the  President  is 
clothed,  there  is  a  necessity  for  his  possessing  the  power  of  removal 
which  does  not  exist  in  the  case  of  the  Governor.  The  heads  of 
departments  and  public  ministers  being  the  political  and  confiden- 
tial officers  of  the  President,  to  execute  his  will,  and  act  in  cases 
in  which  he  possesses  a  legal  discretion,  all  their  acts  in  this  char- 
acter are  only  politically  examinable.  The  duties  which  are  not 
enjoined  by  law  cannot  be  enforced  by  its  process.  But,  as  the 
law  has  expressly  given  to  the  President  the  right  to  prescribe 
the  duties  of  those  officers,  it  also  gives,  by  necessary  implication, 
the  power  of  removal,  as  a  means  of  rendering  available  the 
authority  expressly  granted. 

But  this  reason  does  not  exist  in  favor  of  the  like  authority  in 
the  Grovernor.  The  rule  is,  that  the  duties  of  an  officer  that  are 
enjoined  by  law  may  be  enforced  by  the  mandates  of  the  law ; 
and  as  all  the  duties  of  the  Secretary,  and  other  executive  officers 
of  this  State  are  thus  enjoined,  they  can  be  enforced  by  the  pro- 
cess of  the  law.  No  authority  being  given  to  the  Governor  to 
assign  any  of  these  duties,  no  right  of  removal  can  be  implied  to 
enforce  a  command  which  he  has  no  right  to  give.  This  is  the 
doctrine  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case 
of  Marbury  v.  Madison,  although  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
United  States  is  the  political  and  confidential  officer  of  the  Presi- 
dent, so  far  as  he  may  prescribe  the  duties  of  that  officer  ;  but  in 
the  performance  of  duties  which  the  law  has  enjoined,  the  Court 
said,  the  Secretary  acted  as  the  officer  of  the  law,  and  not  of  the 
President.  In  such  a  case,  the  law,  and  not  the  will  of  the  Presi- 
dent, was  to  be  his  guide,  and  the  rule  to  which  he  was  to  con- 
form. Any  other  doctrine  would  place  the  executive  above  the 
law,  and  make  his  will,  in  place  of  the  law,  the  rule  to  which  its 
officers  are  amenable  for  the  proper  discharge  of  their  duties. 
This  would  be  in  violation  of  the  whole  tenor  and  spirit  of  the 
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Constitution,  which  regards  the  law  as  paramount  to  all  other 
authority,  and  as  constituting  the  rule  to  which  all  are  bound  to 
conform,  and  to  which  all  are  amenable,  officially  and  individually. 

In  every  aspect,  then,  in  which  I  can  view  this  case,  I  am  con- 
strained, according  to  the  convictions  of  my  mind,  to  say,  that  the 
Grovernor  has  no  power  under  the  Constitution  to  remove  from 
office  the  Secretary  of  State,  at  will  and  pleasure.  No  express 
grant  of  this  power  is  to  be  found  in  the  Constitution  ;  nor  can  it 
be  implied  from  any  of  its  provisions.  It  is  not  a  power  neces- 
sary, as  has  been  shown,  to  the  exercise  of  any  of  the  powers 
expressly  delegated,  or  the  performance  of  any  of  the  duties  enjoined 
upon  the  executive.  It  must,  also,  be  manifest,  that  he  alone  can 
have  no  title  to  the  exercise  of  this  power,  as  being  incidental  to 
that  of  appointment,  inasmuch  as  he  alone  does  not  confer  the 
appointment.  In  the  performance  of  that  act,  the  cooperation  of  a 
coordinate  and  independent  branch  of  the  government  is  essential. 
Upon  the  principle,  therefore,  that  the  authority  that  confers  an 
office  may  remove  the  officer,  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Sen- 
ate is  as  necessary  to  the  removal  of  the  Secretary  as  it  is  to  his 
appointment.  It  has  also  been  shown,  that  the  practice  of  the 
President  can  be  no  precedent  for  the  like  practice  of  the  Grov- 
ernor, because  of  the  disparity  between  the  constitutional  powers 
conferred  upon  the  respective  executives,  particularly  in  reference 
to  the  power  of  appointment  to  office ;  and  also  in  reference  to 
their  authority  over  the  officers  of  government,  as  contemplated  by 
the  respective  Constitutions,  and  as  delegated  by  law. 

The  doctrine,  that  the  power  of  removal  from  office  at  will  must 
necessarily  be  lodged  in  some  department  of  every  government,  is 
abundantly  refuted  by  the  practice  and  experience  of  our  own  gov- 
ernment, for  upwards  of  twenty  years ;  and  likewise  by  other 
State  governments  of  the  Union,  for  half  a  century ;  in  none  of 
which  has  the  want  of  the  power  been  complained  of  as  an  evil,  or 
even  a  defect.  But,  although  this  Court  cannot  be  governed  by 
considerations  of  expediency,  yet  I  do  believe  that  the  conclusion 
to  which  I  have  arrived,  by  the  application  of  the  legal  rules  of 
interpretation,  is  in  accordance  not  only  with  the  language  and 
spirit  of  the  Constitution,  but  with  sound  policy,  and  the  best 
interests  of  community. 

According  to  my  construction  of  the  Constitution,  the  power  of 
removing  from  office  the  Secretary,  Auditor,  and  Attorn ey-Gren- 
eral  is  lodged  in  the  hands  of  the  representatives  of  the  people. 
They  may  not  only  give  these  officers  whatever  tenure  they  please, 
but  they  may,  by  law,  confer  upon  the  executive  the  power  of 
removal,  under  such  regulations  as  the  interest  of  the  public  may 
require.  By  those  who  hold  the  opposite  doctrine,  it  is  contended, 
that  the  power  of  removal  belongs,  unconditionally,  to  the  Gover- 
nor, not  by  any  specific  grant  of  the  Constitution,  but  by  construe- 
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tion.  The  question,  then,  so  far  as  power  is  concerned,  is  one 
between  the  executive  and  the  legislative  departments  of  the  gov- 
ernment. Which  of  these  departments  can  be  most  safely  trusted 
with,  or  would  be  most  likely  to  abus§,  this  trust  ?  The  lessons  of 
political  experience  answer,  that  power  is  much  safer  when  operat- 
ing and  regulated  by  a  law  made  by  the  representatives  of  the  peo- 
ple, than  when  its  exercise  depends  upon  the  uncontrolled  and 
arbitrary  will  of  one  individual,  however  exalted  may  be  his  station. 

Smith,  Justice,  dissenting: 

The  record  in  this  case  exhibits  the  following  facts.  At  the 
April  term,  1839,  of  the  Fayette  Circuit  Court,  the  Attorney- 
General  filed  a  motion,  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto,  setting 
forth  that  the  appellant,  without  legal  grant,  right,  or  warrant  what- 
soever, had  for  a  long  time,  then  past,  unlawfully  held  and  exer- 
cised the  office  of  Secretary  of  State  of  Illinois ;  and  without  any 
such  authority  still  did  unlawfully  hold  and  exercise  said  ofiice,  and 
claim  to  be  Secretary  of  State,  and  to  keep  the  Seal  of  the  said  State.  ■ 

To  this  information  the  appellant  filed  a  plea,  alleging  that  he 
was  lawfully  entitled  to  hold  and  exercise  the  office  of  Secretary 
of  State,  by  virtue  of  an  appointment  from  the  Governor  of  the 
State  of  Illinois,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Sen- 
ate of  said  State,  on  the  23d  day  of  February,  1829  ;  and  that  by 
virtue  of  said  warrant  of  appointment  he  had  held,  and  continued 
to  hold,  the  office  of  Secretary,  as  he  lawfully  might  do.  To 
this  plea  the  appellees  replied,  admitting  that  the  said  appellant 
was  appointed  Secretary  of  State,  as  alleged ;  but  that  Thomas 
Carlin,  Governor  of  the  said  State  of  Illinois,  by  virtue  of  his  author- 
ity as  Governor,  did,  on  the  5th  day  of  April,  1839,  remove  the 
said  appellant  from  the  said  office  of  Secretary  of  State,  and  did 
direct  him  to  deliver  up  to  the  said  John  A.  McClernand  the  said 
office,  and  all  the  records  and  papers  appertaining  to  the  same, 
together  with  the  Seal  of  State ;  and  did  by  virtue  of  his  authority 
as  Governor,  afterwards,  on  the  said  5th  day  of  April,  1839, 
appoint  the  said  John  A.  McClernand  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
State  of  Illinois,  and  authorized  him  to  enter  into  said  ofiice,  and 
to  exercise  the  duties  of  the  same,  which  appointment  the  said 
John  A.  McClernand  accepted ;  and  the  said  McClernand 
requested  the  said  appellant  to  deliver  up  to  him  the  said  office  of 
Secretary  of  State,  with  the  records  and  papers  belonging  to  the 
same,  and  the  Seal  of  State,  which  the  appellant  refused  to  do, 
but  continued  to  hold  the  same  office  notwithstanding. 

To  this  replication  the  appellant  demurred,  and  the  Circuit 
Court  gave  j  udgment  for  the  appellee.  It  was  thereupon  agreed 
that  an  appeal  from  the  said  judgment  might  be  prosecuted  to  the 
Supreme  Court,  without  giving  bond.     The   assignment  of  errors 
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questions  the  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  on  the  demurrer,  and 
it  is  now  contended  that  the  judgment  was  erroneous,  because,  — 

1.  The  Governor  had  no  power  or  authority  to  remove  the 
appellant  from  the  office  of  Secretary  of  State. 

2.  The  appellant  was  not  legally  removed  from,  or  the  said 
McClernand  legally  appointed  to,  the  said  office  of  Secretary  of 
State. 

In  approaching  a  question  of  magnitude,  not  only  involving  the 
interests  of  individuals,  but  grave  and  abiding  considerations  of  the 
highest  possible  importance  to  the  public  weal,  requiring  a  decis- 
ion, on  the  exercise  of  a  portion  of  the  executive  functions  of  the 
chief  magistrate  of  this  State,  I  might  well  express  my  regret, 
that  what  participation  it  has  been  my  lot  to  have  in  it  had  not 
been  confided  to  abler  hands.  The  delicacy  of  deciding  on  the 
acts  of  a  coordinate  and  co-equal  department,  of  the  government 
in  which  it  must  be  presumed  that  department,  in  its  action,  has 
been  alone  governed  by  a  sense  of  duty  and  of  right,  may  well  be 
imagined  ;  and  though  it  is  true,  that  occasions,  which  have  called 
for  a  review  of  those  acts,  in  cases  similar  to  the  one  under 
consideration,  are  scarcely  known  to  the  history  of  judicial  pro- 
ceedings in  the  United  States,  it  will,  nevertheless,  be  proper  to 
consider  the  case  upon  its  intrinsic  merits,  without  reference  to 
the  effect  it  may  have  on  the  parties  to  the  contest,  or  the  opin- 
ions and  acts  of  that  department  of  the  government,  which  are  to 
be  reexamined.  The  ability  with  which  the  principles  involved 
were  discussed  and  illustrated,  by  the  counsel,  who  respectively 
advanced  and  combatted  the  several  positions  assumed,  doubtless 
exhausted  the  arguments  on  the  points  presented ;  and,  had  the 
case  itself  admitted  of  an  abstinence  from  the  political  aspect  and 
shades  which  were,  perhaps,  in  some  measure  necessarily  given  to 
and  mingled  in  the  dicussion,  I  should,  as  a  member  of  the  Court, 
have  felt  it  unnecessary  to  say,  that  I  am  utterly  unconscious  of 
their  influence  over  the  views  which  I  feel  it  my  duty  to  express. 
And  while  I  conscientiously  assert  this,  it  is  but  just  to  admit  the 
same  exemption  in  favor  of  those  from  whom  I  am,  by  a  sense  of 
duty,  compelled  to  differ. 

I  am  not  unaware  of  the  excited  state  of  public  feeling  in  re- 
gard to  the  question  submitted  for  our  decision,  and  have  therefore 
felt  the  importance  of  bestowing  on  it  the  most  thorough  and 
deliberate  consideration,  uninfluenced  by  any  motive  save  the  desire 
to  arrive  at  such  conclusions  as  strictly  comport  with  the  immuta- 
ble principles  of  right  and  justice. 

A  correct  decision  of  the  questions  presented  seems  to  me  of 
necessity  to  involve  a  critical  enquiry  into  the  nature  and  structure 
of  the  government  of  the  United  States,  and  of  this  State,  and  the 
fundamental  principles  upon  which  they  are  confessedly  founded. 
Practical  expositions,    and    decisions    under    these    forms,    and 
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the  acquiescence  of  the  people  in  them,  it  will  be  proper  to  resort 
to,  as  guides  and  beacons  to  conduct  us  to  just  results.  Commen- 
tators on  the  forms  of  government  adopted  bj  the  United  States, 
and  the  several  States,  lay  it  down  as  undeniable,  that  to  avoid  the 
inconveniences  necessarily  resulting  from  the  administration  of  a 
government,  under  traditionary  forms,  and  the  acts  and  proceed- 
ings of  the  government  itself,  of  which,  it  would  be  apparent, 
imperfect  remembrances  would  remain,  constitutions  in  writing 
have  been  adopted  ;  and  the  form  which  the  people  of  the  United 
States  have  chosen  to  adopt  is  that  which,  by  its  division  of 
powers,  and  union  of  three  simple  forms,  each  being  able  to  sus- 
tain itself  in  the  exercise  of  its  appropriate  functions,  shall,  by  its 
cooperation  and  harmony  with  the  others,  be  rendered  the  most 
perfect ;  securing  to  the  people  the  great  object  of  all  govern- 
ments, life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  happiness. 

This  division  has  been  effected  by  the  relative  distribution  of 
the  powers  of  the  government  amongst  the  several  branches ;  each 
representing  a  portion  of  its  sovereignty,  and  being  coordinate  and 
co-equal  in  its  respective  departments.  These  powers  are  divided 
into  legislative,  executive,  and  judicial. 

To  the  first  is  committed  the  power  of  making  laws,  or  pre- 
scribing rules  by  which  the  community  shall  be  governed ;  to  the 
second  that  of  executing  them  ;  and  to  the  third  that  of  expounding 
them,  and  causing  them  to  be  applied  and  carried  into  operation 
against  individuals. 

These  three  powers  of  the  government  could  not,  with  due 
regard  to  the  safety  and  liberties  of  the  people,  be  wholly  united 
or  improperly  blended  in  the  same  department  to  any  considerable 
extent ;  because,  whether  the  same  powers  were  given  to  one 
magistrate  or  to  numerous  ones,  the  danger  to  be  apprehended  to 
the  security  of  public  freedom  would  be  the  same. 

In  accordance  with  these  general  principles,  and  the  fundamental 
one  of  taxation  and  representation,  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  several  States  of  the  Union  were  framed  and 
adopted.  There  have  been,  in  some  instances,  partial  exceptions 
to  the  exclusive  adoption  of  the  rule,  which  do  not,  however, 
impair  the  general  principles. 

If  we  then  bear  in  mind  the  objects  to  be  obtained  by  this  form 
of  government,  and  the  checks  and  balances  which  have  been  so 
wisely  adopted,  and  a  permissive  participation  in  some  particular 
instances,  to  a  limited  extent,  in  each  other's  power,  we  find  that  a 
supposed  violation  of  a  cardinal  principle  has  contributed  to  the 
means  of  its  preservation. 

Adopting  then  these  brief  and  general  views  in  relation  to  the 
form  and  structure  of  the  general  and  State  governments,  in 
which  all  commentators  on  their  conformation  agree,  and  whose 
views  and  opinions  are  but  reiterated  here,  I  propose  to  enquire 
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what  has  been  the  practice  under  the  general  goverment  in  rela- 
tion to  the  exercise  of  the  executive  power  of  appointment  to  and 
removal  from  office.  Although  it  will  be  remembered,  that,  at  the 
adoption  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  two  great  politi- 
cal parties  came  into  existence,  which  divided  the  country  for 
many  years,  as  has  been  abundantly  shown  by  dissensions  in  the 
halls  of  legislation  and  elsewhere,  on  the  different  opinions 
entertained  in  regard  to  its  construction,  as  the  principles  of  its 
interpretation  applicable  to  it,  it  is  believed,  that,  so  far  as  the 
question  in  relation  to  appointments  and  removals  from  office  by 
the  President  of  the  United  States  is  concerned,  the  most  promi- 
nent members  of  those  divisions  readily  agreed  in  the  opinion,  that 
the  President  i)ossessed  the  power. 

Under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  it  is  provided,  that 
the  President  "  shall  nominate,  and,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate,  appoint  ambassadors,  other  public  minis- 
ters and  consuls,  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  all  other 
officers  of  the  United  States,  whose  appointments  are  not  herein 
otherwise  provided  for,  and  which  shall  be  established  by  law  ;  but 
Congress  may,  by  law,  vest  the  appointment  of  such  inferior 
officers  as  they  may  think  proper  in  the  President  alone,  in  the 
courts  of  law,  or  in  the  heads  of  departments." 

This  section  of  the  United  States  Constitution  received  a  con- 
temporaneous exposition  in  1789,  by  the  first  Congress  which 
assembled  under  that  Constitution.  On  a  debate  which  arose  in 
that  Congress  in  relation  to  the  organization  of  the  departments  of 
State,  War,  and  Treasury,  a  provision  was  inserted  in  a  bill  for  the 
appointment  of  a  subordinate  officer,  who  should  have  charge  and 
custody  of  the  archives  of  the  office  when  the  heads  of  the  depart- 
ment should  be  removed  from  the  office  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States.  The  question  of  the  power  of  the  President  to 
remove  was  debated  at  large,  and  settled,  after  an  animated  contest, 
by  the  passage  of  the  bill  in  favor  of  the  existence  of  the  power  in 
the  President.  It  was  on  that  occasion  strenuously  contended,  that 
the  President,  conjointly  with  the  Senate,  only  possessed  the  power 
of  removal ;  but  this  was  not  only  expressly  denied  in  argument, 
but  decided  to  the  contrary  by  the  adoption  of  the  proviso  in  the 
bill. 

The  argument  of  those  who  contended  for  this  conjoint  action 
necessarily  admitted  the  power  of  removal  to  be  incident  to  the 
power  of  appointment,  and  merely  disputed  who  should  exercise 
it.  They  contended,  that  the  power  being  vested  in  the  Senate, 
to  advise  and  consent  to  the  appointment,  the  same  power,  in  con- 
nection with  the  President,  should  be  exerted  in  the  removal. 
Thus  admitting  that  the  office  was  held  subject  to  removal,  but 
differing  as  to  the  possession  of  the  right.  Mr.  Madison  on  that 
occasion  remarked : 

"But  let  U3  not  consider  the  question  on  our  side  only;  there 
if 
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are  dangers  to  be  contemplated  on  the  other.  Yest  the  power  in 
the  Senate  jointly  with  the  President,  and  you  abolish  at  once 
the  great  principle  of  unity  and  responsibility  in  the  executive 
department,  which  was  intended  for  the  security  of  liberty  and  the 
public  good.  If  the  President  should  possess  alone  the  power  of 
removal  from  office,  those  who  are  employed  in  the  execution  of 
the  law  will  be  in  their  proper  situation,  and  the  chain  of  depend- 
ence be  preserved ;  the  lowest  office,  the  middle  grade,  and  the 
highest,  will  depend,  as  they  ought,  on  the  President,  and  the 
President  on  the  community.  The  chain  of  dependence,  there- 
fore, terminates  in  the  supreme  body ;  namely,  in  the  people,  who 
will  possess,  besides,  in  aid  of  their  original  power,  the  decisive 
engine  of  impeachment.  Take  the  other  supposition,  that  the 
power  should  be  vested  in  the  Senate,  on  the  principle,  that  the 
power  to  displace  is  necessarily  connected  with  the  power  to 
appoint.  It  is  declared  by  the  Constitution,  that  we  may,  by  law, 
trust  the  appointment  of  inferior  officers  in  the  heads  of  depart- 
ments, the  power  of  removal  being  incidental,  as  stated  by  some 
gentlemen. 

"Where  does  this  terminate?  If  you  begin  with  the  subordi- 
nate officers,  they  are  dependent  on  their  superior,  he  on  the  next 
superior,  and  he  on  whom  ?  On  the  Senate,  a  permanent  body,  by 
its  peculiar  mode  of  selection,  in  reality  existing  forever ;  a  bod}'- 
possessing  that  proportion  of  aristocratic  power,  which  the  Consti- 
tution, no  doubt,  thought  wise  to  be  established  in  the  system,  but 
which  some  have  strongly  excepted  against ;  and  let  me  ask,  gen- 
tlemen, is  there  equal  security  in  this  case  as  in  the  other?  Shall 
we  trust  the  Senate,  responsible  to  individual  legislatures,  rather 
than  the  person  who  is  responsible  to  the  whole  community?  It 
is  true  the  Senate  do  not  hold  their  offices  for  life,  like  aristocra- 
cries  recorded  in  the  historic  page ;  yet  the  faci  is,  they  will  not 
possess  that  responsibility  for  the  exercise  of  executive  powers 
which  would  render  it  safe  for  us  to  vest  such  powers  in  them. 
What  an  aspect  will  this  give  to  the  executive  ?  Instead  of  keep- 
ing the  departments  of  government  distinct,  you  will  make  an 
executive  out  of  one  branch  of  the  legislature.  You  make  the  exec- 
utive a  two-headed  monster,  to  use  the  expression  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  Hampshire  (Mr.  Livermore);  you  destroy  the  great 
principle  of  responsibility,  and  perhaps  have  the  creature  divided 
in  its  will,  defeating  the  very  purposes  for  which  an  unit  in  the 
executive  was  instituted. 

"These  objections  do  not  lie  against  such  an  arrangement  as  the 
bill  establishes.  I  conceive,  that  the  President  is  sufficiently 
accountable  to  the  community ;  and  if  this  power  is  vested  in  him, 
it  will  be  vested  where  its  nature  requires  it  should  be  vested ;  if 
anything  in  its  nature  is  executive,  it  must  be  that  power  which  is 
employed  in  superintending  and  seeing  that  the  laws  are  faithfully 
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executed.  The  laws  cannot  be  executed  but  by  officers  appointed 
for  that  purpose,  therefore,  those  who  are  over  such  officers  nat- 
urally possess  the  executive  power.  If  any  other  doctrine  be 
admitted,  what  is  the  consequence  ?  You  may  set  the  Senate  at 
the  head  of  the  executive  department;  or  you  may  require  that 
the  officers  hold  their  places  during  the  pleasure  of  this  branch  of 
the  legislature,  if  you  cannot  go  so  far  as  to  say,  we  shall  appoint 
them  ;  and  by  this  means  you  link  together  two  branches  of  the 
government,  which  the  preservation  of  liberty  requires  to  be 
constantly  separated." 

Need  further  argument  be  adduced  against  the  adoption  of  a 
construction  at  war  with  the  fundamental  principles  upon  whicli 
"we  have  seen  the  government  is  constructed,  and  the  separation  of 
the  several  divisions  of  powers,  so  distinctly  marked  out  in  the 
Constitution?  No  permissive  assent  has  been  yielded  to  the  Senate, 
to  exercise  the  power  of  removal  with  or  without  the  assent  of  the 
executive;  and  if  it  were  conceded  to  exist,  with  his  assent,  it 
would  be  perfectly  dormant,  and  never  could  be  called  into  being 
or  exerted  except  at  the  pleasure  of  the  executive  ;  for  if  he  made 
no  nomination  to  the  Senate,  it  never  could  be  exercised.  It 
seems  to  me  impossible  to  adopt  such  a  construction  without  a 
direct  violation  of  the  Constitution  itself. 

But  we  have,  in  addition  to  contemporaneous  legislative  expo- 
sition, a  judicial  construction  of  this  executive  power  under  this 
section  of  the  Constitution,  by  the  supreme  tribunal  of  the  nation, 
many  years  since,  in  an  opinion  delivered  by  one  of  the  ablest 
and  most  eminent  jurists  in  this  country,  whose  decisions  have 
shed  a  lustre  over  the  pages  of  legal  Iccfrning,  and  which  will 
bear  a  comparison  with  those  of  any  other  nation. 

In  the  case  of  Marbury  v.  Madison  (Mr.  Madison  being  then 
Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States),  which  was  an  application 
for  a  mandamus  to  compel  the  delivery  of  a  commission  to  a  per- 
son appointed  a  justice  of  the  peace,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate,  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  on  that  occasion,  declared 
"  that  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  seemed  to 
contemplate  three  distinct  operations.  1.  The  nomination  :  This 
is  the  sole  act  of  the  President,  and  is  completely  voluntary.  2. 
The  appointment:  This  is  also  the  sole  act  of  the  President,  and 
is  a  voluntary  act,  though  it  can  only  be  performed  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  3.  The  commission." 
He  further  made  the  emphatic  declaration,  as  the  opinion  of  the 
Court,  "  that  the  appointment,  being  the  sole  act  of  the  President, 
must  be  completely  evidenced,  when  it  is  shown  that  he  has  done 
everything  to  be  performed  by  him."  This  decision  sustains 
the  construction  given  by  Congress,  that  the  President  possessing 
the  sole  appointing  power,  the  power  of  removal  from  otHce  is  an 
Vol.  II.  17 
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inseparable  incident  to  it ;  and  being  possessed  by  the  President 
alone,  no  other  department  of  the  government  could  be  joined  in 
the  exercise  of  a  power  possessed  by  one  alone,  unless  the  power 
had  been  expressly  delegated  to  the  other. 

In  addition  to  this  authority,  all  writers  on  the  forms  and  struc- 
ture of  the  government  of  the  United  States  agree,  that  "the 
President  is  the  efScient  power  in  the  appointment  of  the  ofldcers 
of  the  government,"  and  "that  the  power  of  appointing  the  per- 
son nominated  are  political  powers,  to  be  exercised  by  the  Presi- 
dent at  his  discretion."  Such  are  the  acknowledged  opinions  of 
Kent,  Story,  Eawle,  Duer  and  Bayard.  They  further  agree,  and 
such  has  been  the  settled  and  undisturbed  rule  ever  since  the 
formation  of  the  government,  up  to  the  present  time,  that  as  "the 
Constitution  mentions  no  power  of  removal  by  the  executive 
department,  of  any  of  the  officers  of  the  United  States,  and  as 
the  tenure  of  office  of  none  except  those  in  the  judicial  depart- 
ment is  declared  to  be  during  good  behavior,  it  follows,  that  all 
others  must  hold  their  of&ces  during  the  pleasure  of  the  President, 
unless  in  cases  where  Congress  has  provided  some  other  duration 
of  office.  That  so  far  as  Congress  constitutionally  possesses  the 
power  to  regulate  and  delegate  the  appointment  of  inferior  officers, 
so  far  it  may  prescribe  the  term  of  office,  and  the  manner  in 
which,  and  the  persons  by  whom,  the  removal,  as  well  as  the 
appointment,  shall  be  made."  It  is  further  agreed,  that,  in 
the  absence  of  all  legislation  upon  the  subject,  it  is  settled  that 
the  power  of  removal  is  impliedly  vested  in  the  President,  with- 
out any  control  or  cocjfjeration  on  the  part  of  the  Senate ;  and  in 
regard  to  appointments  confided  to  him  by  the  Constitution,  it 
seems  to  be  also  settled,  that  Congress  can  give  no  duration  of 
office  which  is  not  subject  to  the  President's  power  of  removal,  as 
all  its  legislation  hitherto,  in  such  cases,  recognizes  the  executive 
power  of  removal. 

If,  however,  a  possible  doubt  could  have  remained,  it  must 
have  been  dissipated  by  a  recent  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  in  which  the  power  of  removal  from  office 
was  directly  presented  to  the  Court  for  its  determination  ;  and  in 
which  the  Court  refer  to  the  contemporaneous  expositions  given 
to  the  section  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  by  Con- 
gress, on  the  power  of  removal  from  office  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States.  The  question  is  so  analogous,  in  my  mind,  to 
the  one  before  us,  and  the  decision  so  clear  and  conclusive,  that  I 
shall  extract  from  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  delivered  by  Justice 
Thompson,  such  portions  of  it  as  will  tend  to  elucidate  more 
clearly  the  point  under  consideration. 

In  the  case  of  Duncan  N.  Hennen  argued  and  decided  at  the 
January  term  of  that  Court,  1839,(1)  Mr.  Justice  Thompson  said : 

(1)  13  Peters. 
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"The  Constitution  is  silent  with  respect  to  the  power  of  remo- 
val from  office  where  the  tenure  is  not  fixed.  It  provides  that  the 
judges  of  the  Supreme  and  inferior  Courts  shall  hold  their  offices 
during  good  behavior ;  but  no  tenure  is  fixed  for  the  office  of 
clerks.  Congress  has,  by  law,  limited  the  term  of  certain  offices 
to  four  years,  3  Story,  1790,  but  expressly  providing  that  the 
officers  shall  within  that  time  be  removable  at  pleasure,  which  of 
course  is  without  requiring  any  cause  for  such  removal.  The 
clerks  of  Courts  are  not  included  within  this  law,  and  there  is  no 
express  limitation  in  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  Congress,  upon 
the  tenure  of  office. 

"All  offices,  the  tenure  of  which  is  not  fixed  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, or  limited  by  law,  must  be  held  either  during  good  behavior, 
or  (which  is  the  same  thing  in  contemplation  of  law)  during  the 
life  of  the  incumbent ;  or  must  be  held  at  the  will  and  discretion 
of  some  department  of  the  government,  and  subject  to  removal  at 
pleasure. 

"  It  cannot  be  for  a  moment  admitted  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  Constitution  that  those  offices,  which  are  denominated 
inferior  offices,  should  be  held  during  life ;  and  if  removable,  by 
whom  is  such  removal  to  be  made?  In  the  absence  of  all  consti- 
tutional provision,  or  statutory  regulation,  it  would  seem  to  be  a 
sound  and  necessary  rule  to  consider  the  power  of  removal  inci- 
dent to  the  power  of  appointment.  This  power  of  removal  from 
office  was  a  subject  much  disputed,  and  upon  which  a  great  diver- 
sity of  opinion  was  entertained,  in  the  early  history  of  this  gov- 
ernment. This  related,  however,  to  the  power  of  the  President 
to  remove  officers  appointed  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Senate ; 
and  the  great  question  was,  whether  the  removal  was  to  be  by  the 
President  alone,  or  with  the  concurrence  of  tjhe  Senate,  both 
constituting  the  appointing  power.  No  one  denied  the  power  of 
the  President  and  Senate,  jointly,  to  remove  when  the  tenure  of" 
the  office  was  not  fixed  by  the  Constitution,  which  was  a  full  rec- 
ognition of  the  principle,  that  the  power  of  removal  was  incident 
to  the  power  of  appointment.  But  it  was  very  early  decided  as 
the  practical  construction  of  the  Constitution,  that  the  power  was 
vested  in  the  President  alone,  and  such  would  appear  to  have 
been  the  legislative  construction  of  the  Constitution ;  for  in  the 
organization  of  the  three  great  departments  of  State,  War  and 
Treasury,  in  the  year  1789,  provision  is  made  for  the  appointment 
of  a  subordinate  officer  by  the  head  of  the  department,  who  should 
have  the  charge  and  custody  of  the  records,  books  and  papers 
appertaining  to  the  office,  when  the  head  of  the  department  should 
be  removed  from  the  office  by  the  President  of  the  United  States. 
1  Story,  5,  31,  47.  When  the  Navy  department  was  estab- 
lished in  the  year  1798,  1  Story,  498,  provision  was  made  for  the 
charge  and  custody  of  the  books,  records  and  documents  of  the 
department  in   case   of  vacancy   in   the   office  of  Secretary,  by 
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removal  or  otherwise.  It  is  not  here  said  by  removal  by  the  Presi- 
dent, as  is  done  with  respect  to  the  heads  of  the  other  departments, 
and  yet  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  he  holds  his  office  by  the  same 
tenure  as  the  other  Secretaries,  and  is  removable  by  the  President. 
The  change  of  phraseology  arose  probably  from  its  having  become 
the  settled  and  well  understood  construction  of  the  Constitution, 
that  the  power  of  removal  was  vested  in  the  President  alone  in 
such  cases,  althougti  the  appointment  of  the  office  was  by  the 
President  and  Senate. 

"  In  all  these  departments,  power  is  given  to  the  Secretary  to 
appoint  all  necessary  clerks,  1  Story,  48  ;  and  although  no  power 
to  remove  is  expressly  given,  yet  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  these 
clerks  hold  their  office  at  the  will  and  discretion  of  the  head  of 
the  department.  It  would  be  a  most  extraordinary  construction  of 
the  law,  that  all  these  offices  were  to  be  held  during  life,  which 
must  inevitably  follow,  unless  the  incumbent  was  removable  at  the 
discretion  of  the  head  of  the  department ;  the  President  has  cer- 
tainly no  power  to  remove.  These  clerks  fall  under  that  class  of 
inferior  officers,  the  appointment  of  which  the  Constitution  author- 
izes Congress  to  vest  in  the  head  of  the  department.  The  same 
rule  as  to  the  power  of  removal  must  be  applied  to  offices  where 
the  appointment  is  vested  in  the  President  alone.  The  nature  of 
the  power,  and  the  control  over  the  officer  appointed,  does  not  at 
all  depend  upon  the  source  from  which  it  emanates.  The  execu- 
tion of  the  power  depends  upon  the  authority  of  law,  and  not 
upon  the  agent  who  is  to  administer  it,  and  the  Constitution  has 
authorized  Congress,  in  certain  cases,  to  vest  this  power  in  the 
President  alone,  in  the  courts  of  law,  or  in  the  heads  of  depart- 
ments ;  and  all  inferior  officers  appointed  under  each,  by  authority 
of  law,  must  hold  their  office  at  the  discretion  of  the  appointing 
power.  Such  is  the  settled  usage  and  practical  construction  of  the 
Constitution  and  laws,  under  which  these  offices  are  held.  The 
tenure  of  ancient  common  law  offices,  and  the  rules  and  principles 
by  which  they  are  governed,  have  no  application  in  this  case. 
The  tenure  in  those  cases  depends  in  a  great  measure  upon  ancient 
usage.  But,  with  us,  there  is  no  ancient  usage,  which  can  apply  to 
and  govern  the  tenure  of  offices  created  by  our  Constitution  and  laws. 

"  They  are  of  recent  origin,  and  must  depend  entirely  upon  a 
just  construction  of  our  Constitution  and  laws," 

Surely,  then,  this  decision  is  conclusive  as  to  the  settled  doc- 
trine under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  ;  sanc- 
tified by  a  practice  of  half  a  century,  and  under  every  and  each 
succeeding  administration  of  diffisrent  political  tenets;  and  now 
most  solemnly  declared  to  be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  and 
binding  on  the  people  as  such,  so  far  as  the  Constitution  and  laws 
of  Congress  are  applicable. 

For  the  purpose,  then,  of  testing  the  applicability  of  these  long 
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and  well  settled  numerous  and  conclusive  legislative,  individual, 
and  judicial  expositions  and  determinations  under  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  to  that  of  our  State  Government,  it  will  not 
be  improper  to  institute  a  comparison  of  many  portions  of  each ; 
because,  if  it  shall  be  found,  from  a  carefal  examination  of  various 
parts  of  the  two  instruments,  that  the  powers  delegated  to  the 
executive  are  not  only  similar,  but  identical  with  each  other ;  and, 
that  in  other  important  and  prominent  portions  they  clearly  agree  ; 
as  the  State  Constitution  was  adopted  in  the  year  1818,  thirty- 
one  years  after  that  of  the  United  States,  it  is  a  fair  legal  infer- 
ence, that,  by  that  adoption,  it  was  intended  to  adopt  the 
construction  given  to  that  from  which  it  was  taken,  and  to  which 
it  is  in  so  many  essential  parts  entirely  analogous.  The  more 
especially  so,  where  the  construction  of  the  Constitution  has  been 
uniform,  and  had  prevailed  for  thirty-one  years  after  its  creation, 
and  has  not  been  altered  or  revoked  since.  This  rule,  so 
well  settled  in  the  adoption  of  laws  from  other  States,  will,  it  is 
supposed,  have  great  influence  on  the  question  under  considera- 
tion, 

I  have,  therefore,  selected  some  of  the  most  prominent  portions 
of  the  two  Constitutions,  for  the  purpose  of  comparison  and  infer- 
ence, to  test  their  similitude,  in  parallel  columns,  and  have  added 
that  also  in  relation  to  the  appointment  of  Secretary  of  State. 

STATE   CONSTITUTION.  UNITED  STATES  CONSTITUTION. 

The  executive   power  of  the   State  The  executive  power  shall  be  vested 

shall  be  vested  in  a  Governor.  in  a  President  of  the  United  States. 

The  legislative  authority  of  this  State  All  legislative  powers  herein  grant- 
shall  be  vested  in  a  General  Assem-  ed  shall  be  vested  in  a'  Congress  of  the 
bly.  United  States. 

Thejudicial  power  of  the  State  shall  The  judicial   power  of  the  United 

be  vested  in  one  Supreme  Court,  and  States  shall  be  vested  in  one  Supreme 

such  inferior   Courts  as  the   General  Court,  and  such  inferior  Courts  as  the 

Assembly  shall  from  time  to  time  or-  Congress  may  from  time  to  time  ordain 

dain  or  establish.  and  establish. 

The  Governor  shall  nominate,  and.  The  President  shall  nominate,  and, 

by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 

the  Senate, appoint  all  officers  whose  of-  the  Senate,  ajjpoint,  ambassadors,  &c., 

fices  are  established  by  this  Constitu-  and   all   other    officers  of  the  United 

tion,  or  shall  be  established  by  law,  and  States,  whose  appointments    are    not 

whose  appointments  are  not  herein  oth-  herein    otherwise    provided    for,    and 

erwise  provided  for :  Provided,  that  in-  which  shall  be  established  by  law.  But 

spectors,  collectors,  &c.,  and  such  iufe-  the  Congress  may,  by  law,  vest  the  ap- 

rior  officers,  whose  jurisdiction  may  be  pointment  of  such  inferior  officers  as 

confined  within  the  limits  of  a  county,  they   think   proper    in   the  President 

shall  be  appointed  in  such  manner  as  alone,   the   courts   of  law,   or  in   the 

the  General  Assembly  shall  prescribe,  heads  of  departments. 

He  [the  Governor]  shall  from  time  to  He  [the  President]  shall  from  time 

time  give  the  General  Assembly  infor-  to  time  give  to  the  Congress  informa- 

matiouof  the  State  of  the  government,  tion  of  the  state  of  the  Union,  and  re- 

and  recommend  to  their  consideration  commend  to  their  consideration  such 

such  measures  as  he   shall   deem  ex-  measures  as  he  shall  judge  necessary 

pedient.  and  expedient. 

He  may  require  information  in  writ-  He  may  require  the*  opinion  in  writ- 
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ing  from  tlie  officers  in  the  executive  ing,  of  the  principal  officer  in  each  of 

department,  upon  any  subject  relating  the  executive  departments,  upon  any 

to  the  duties  of  their  respective  offices,  subject  relating  to  the  duties  of  their 

and  shall  take  care  that  the  laws  be  respective  othces.     He  shall  take  care, 

faithfully  executed.  that  the  laws  be  faithfully  execiited. 

He  shall  have  power  to  grant  re-  He  shall  have  power  to  grant  re- 
prieves and  pardons,  after  conviction,  prieves  and  pardons  for  all  offenses 
except  in  cases  of  impeachment.  against   the  United  States,  except  in 

He  shall  be   commander-in-chief  of  cases  of  impeachment, 
the  army  and  navy  of  this  State,  and  The  President  shall  be  commander- 
of  the  militia,  except  when  they  shall  in-chief  of  the  army  and  navy  of  the 
be  called  into  the  service  of  the  United  United  States,  and  of  the  militia  of  the 
States.  several  States  when  called  into  the  act- 
No  ex  post  facto  law,  nor  law  impair-  ual  service  of  the  United  States. 
ing  the  validity  of  contracts,  shall  be  No  State  shall  pass  any  bill  of  attain- 
made,   and  no   conviction  shall  work  der,  erjjos^/acto  law,  or  law  impairing 
corruption  of  blood  or  forfeiture  of  es-  the  validity  of  contracts, 
tate.  The  right  of  the  people  to  be  secure 
The  people  shall  be  secure  in  their  in  their  persons,  houses,  papers,  and  ef- 
persons,  houses,  papers  and  possessions,  fects,    against   unreasonable   searches 
from  unreasonable  searches  and  seiz-  and  seizures,  shall  not  be  violated  ;  and 
ures  ;    and,    that     general     warrants,  no  warrants  shall  issue  but  on  probable 
whereby  an  officer  may  be  commanded  cause,  supported  on  oath  or  affirmation, 
to  search  suspected  places,  without  evi-  and  particularly  describing  the  place 
dence  of  the  fact  committed,  or  to  seize  to  be  searched,  and  the  person  or  things 
any  person  or  persons  not  named  whose  to  be  seized, 
offenses  are  not  particularly  described, 
and  supported  by  evidence,  are  danger- 
ous to  liberty,   and   ought   not   to  be 
granted. 

This  parallel  might  be  carried  much  further,  particularly  in  the 
comparison  between  the  9th,  10th,  13th,  and  14th  sections  of  the 
8th  article  of  the  State  Constitution,  and  the  5th,  6th,  and  8th 
articles  of  the  amendments  to  the  United  States  Constitution,  and 
the  2d,  3cl,  and  4th  paragraphs  of  the  9th  section  of  the  first  article 
of  the  original  Constitution.  Indeed,  the  aflfinitj  between  the  two 
mstruments  might  be  successively  traced  much  further,  did  not  the 
prolixity  admonish  a  forbearance. 

It  only  remains  to  add  the  20th  section  of  the  3d  article  of  the 
State  Constitution  to  complete  the  means  of  comparison. 

3d  article,  section  20.  "The  Grovernor  shall  nominate,  and, 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  appoint  a  Sec- 
retary of  State,  who  shall  keep  a  fair  register  of  the  official  acts  of 
the  Grovernor,  and,  when  required,  shall  lay  the  same,  and  all 
papers,  minutes,  and  vouchers,  relative  thereto,  before  either  branch 
of  the  General  Assembly,  and  shall  perform  such  other  duties  as 
shall  be  assigned  him  by  law." 

The  comparison  now  made,  it  seems  to  me,  is  striking,  and  car- 
ries conviction  to  my  mind,  that  the  Convention  of  the  State  took 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  as  the  great  model,  from 
which  it  drew  largely  in  the  formation  of  the  State  Constitution  ; 
and  whose  features  it  intended  to  directly  imitate,  so  far  as  they 
would  be  apposite  for  the  State  government.  This  would,  in  my 
judgment,  be  the  clear  inference  from  the  facts  as  they  appear, 
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and  is,  I  consider,  undeniable.  Are  not  the  powers  identical,  as 
to  the  sphere  in  which  they  are  to  be  exercised ;  and  the  language 
used  to  express  them  almost  literally  the  same,  in  that  which 
relates  to  the  executive  powers  and  duties  ?  And  does  not  that 
which  authorizes  and  requires  the  executive  to  nominate  and 
appoint  a  Secretary  of  State  expressly  leave  the  tenure  of  the 
office  undefined,  and  at  the  will  of  the  executive?  As  much  so  as 
the  section  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which  gives 
the  President  the  power  to  nominate  and  appoint  officers  for  the 
general  government.  The  distribution  of  the  powers  of  the  gov- 
ernment is  the  same ;  the  power  of  appointment  vested  in  the  execu- 
tive is  the  same;  each  being  equally  silent  as  to  the  tenure  of  the 
office,  or  power  of  removal;  and  both  requiring  the  laws  to  be 
faithfully  executed,  and  each  authorizing  the  requisition  for  informa- 
tion in  writing  from  subordinates  in  the  executive  department. 

It  has  been  asked  with  emphasis,  in  the  argument,  to  which 
department  of  the  government  does  the  Secretary  belong?  And 
it  has  been  replied  by  those  who  propounded  the  question — surely 
not  to  the  executive!  Well,  it  is  most  certain  he  does  not  belong 
to  the  judicial,  nor  yet  to  the  legislative.  To  what  class  shall  he 
be  arranged,  if  he  is  not  an  officer  of  the  executive  ?  Can  those 
who  deny  his  position  in  the  executive  sphere  create  a  new  one 
not  known  to  the  Constitution  or  the  form  of  the  government? 
If  it  were  not  treating  the  subject  with  levity,  it  might  be  said  he 
is  made  a  nondescript  or  given  an  amphibious  nature,  by  assigning 
to  him  a  position  on  neither  land  nor  water,  but  a  portion  of  both  ; 
and  that  his  functions  and  office,  partaking  of  not  precisely  either 
of  the  qualities  assigned  to  either  of  the  three  departments  recog- 
nized by  the  Constitution,  there  is  a  new  department  unknown  to 
the  Constitution.  It  can,  however,  admit  of  no  doubt  that  he  is  a 
subordinate  in  the  executive  department,  and  is  under  its  direction 
and  control.  The  Auditor  of  Public  Accounts  and  State  Treas- 
urer are  also  a  portion  of  the  executive  arm,  though  the  Constitu- 
tion has,  by  their  mode  of  appointment,  placed  them  beyond 
removal  by  the  Grovernor.  Their  duties  are,  nevertheless,  execu- 
tive, and  cannot  be  properly  arranged  to  any  other  branch  of  the 
government.  If  this  be  true,  why  shall  we  refuse  to  adopt  the 
construction  which  time,  experience  and  the  dictates  of  wisdom 
show  to  have  been  properly  approved  by  the  national  and  judicial 
powers  of  the  country,  and  acquiesced  in  by  the  people?  Surely 
there  ought  to  be  strong,  overpowering  and  irresistible  reasons  for 
a  refusal  to  adopt  an  exposition  thus  given,  and  so  settled. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  Secretary  is  a  constitutional  officer, 
and  entirely  independent  of  the  Grovernor,  whose  official  acts  he 
is  required  by  the  Constitution  to  register.  If  by  the  term  con- 
stitutional be  meant  that  he  is  appointed  under  a  power  expressed 
in  the  Constitution,  I  see  no  objection  to  the  phrase;  but  if  it  be 
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intended  thereby  to  imply  that  he  is  above  the  Governor,  or  inde- 
pendent of  him,  or,  as  has  been  seriously  urged  by  one  of  the 
counsel,  is  "a  sentinel,  or  spy,"  over  the  Grovernor,  and,  there- 
fore, independent  of  him,  I  am  free  to  say,  that  I  can  never  sub- 
scribe to  such  a  position.  I  perceive  nothing  in  the  Constituton 
to  j  astify  such  an  opinion,  much  less  to  ascribe  to  its  authors  an 
intention  to  place  him  in  a  position  which  I  should  suppose,  of  all 
others,  to  be  the  most  unenviable  and  unnatural.  The  existence 
of  the  government,  and  its  perpetuation,  required,  in  my  judgment, 
a  resort  to  no  such  discreditable  aids;  and  the  harmony  of  its 
action  would,  in  my  conception,  have  been  greatly  disturbed  by  a 
recourse  to  such  an  object  or  instrument. 

That  it  was  the  intention  of  the  authors  of  the  Constitution  to 
place  the  Secretary  in  a  position  of  accountability  to  him,  whose 
official  acts  he  is  required  to  truly  register,  so  far  as  that  daty  is  to 
be  performed,  I  cannot  doubt ;  and  being  a  portion  of  the  execu- 
tive arm,  as  I  have  said,  that  the  doctrine  of  supervision  and 
amenability  may  be  most  justly  applied  to  the  incumbent,  seems 
to  me  eq'uall}^  clear,  necessary  and  proper. 

Shall  it  be  said  that  he,  whom  the  Constitution  has  made,  in 
express  terms,  an  agent  to  record  the  official  acts  of  the  Governor, 
in  order  to  their  perpetuation  and  preservation,  shall  be  beyond 
the  control  of  him  who  is  authorized  to  demand  a  performance  of 
the  service;  and  that  the  agent  is  greater  than  the  principal  who 
requires  the  performance  of  the  duty?  That  he  may  resist,  and 
is  alone  amenable  by  the  slow  process  of  impeachment? 

Can  it  be  rightfully  contended  that  this  is  the  true  and  undeni- 
able intention  of  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  ?  Is  there  any- 
thing in  the  language  which  prescribes  his  duty,  that  will  warrant 
such  an  inference?  Does  not  the  language,  on  the  other  hand,  by 
requiring  him  to  register  the  official  acts  of  the  Governor,  imply 
subordination  to,  and  supervision  by,  the  Governor  in  the  perform- 
ance of  those  duties?  I  confess  I  cannot  understand  it  other- 
wise; nor  is  it  to  be  inferentially  deduced  therefrom,  that  he  is 
beyond  executive  control  I  can  well  imagine  a  case,  which 
might  arise,  of  official  intercourse  between  the  executive  and  a 
Secretary,  which,  it  seems  to  me,  will  not  only  show  the  fallacy  of 
the  assumed  position  of  non-accountability  to  the  executive,  and  a 
denial  of  his  supervisory  powers,  but  is,  in  my  judgment,  unan- 
swerable. 

The  case  put  is  for  the  sake  of  illustration,  without  intending 
the  least  reflection  on  the  incumbent.  Suppose  in  time  of  war, 
an  adjacent  State  is  invaded  by  the  common  enemy,  of  which  the 
Governor  is  advised  by  a  confidential  express,  and  of  the  secret 
intentions  of  the  enemy.  That,  with  a  view  to  counteract  and 
defeat  that  object,  it  becomes  necessary  to  assemble  troops  at  a  par- 
ticular point,  and  for  that  purjDose,  secret  and  confidential  despatches 
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are  sent.  These  despatches  being  an  official  act  of  the  Gover- 
nor are  required  by  law  to  be  registered ;  and  the  Governor 
having  delivered  them  to  the  Secretary  for  such  purpose,  with  an 
injunction  of  secrecy  for  the  time  being,  as  a  proper  and  indispen- 
sable precaution,  the  Secretary  from  want  of  discretion  does  not 
observe  the  directions  of  the  Governor,  by  means  of  which,  the 
enemy  obtain  a  knowledge  of  the  intentions  of  the  executive,  and 
defeat  the  measures  he  had  in  view  for  the  preservation  of  the 
country.  Will  any  one  contend  that  a  Secretary,  thus  circum- 
stanced, is  to  be  continued  in  office ;  and  that  the  country  is  to  be 
exposed  to  the  hazard  of  conquest,  and  devastation,  by  the  indis- 
cretions of  one  man,  because  he  may  be  liable  to  impeachment 
for  gross  malconduct  and  willful  corruption  ?  He  could  not  even 
be  reached  in  the  supposed  case;  for  it  is  only  an  indiscretion 
without  a  bad  motive,  and  involves  no  criminality.  Yet  the  injury 
arising  from  it  may  be  beyond  remedy.  It  may  be  also  said,  this 
is  a  military  act  of  the  Governor.  It  is  conceded,  it  is  ex-officio 
so,  but  still  it  is  executive,  and  a  duty  devolved  on  him  by  the 
Constitution.  The  case  thus  hypothetically  put  is  not  to  be  met 
by  an  assertion,  that  it  is  not  only  improbable,  but  impossible. 
It  is  not  only  possible,  but  might  readily  happen  with  a  weak  mind, 
and  one  void  of  common  circumspection ;  and  because  cases  of 
much  greater  indiscretion  have  actually  transpired.  This  illustra- 
tion, then,  shows  the  extent  of  the  tendency  of  the  arguments  of 
those,  who  contend  that  the  Secretary  is  not  responsible  to,  but 
wholly  independent  of,  the  Governor. 

In  the  further  examination  of  the  case,  it  may  be  well  to  recur 
to  the  decisions  of  other  States,  on  the  power  of  removal  of  offi- 
cers, whose  term  of  service  is  undefined,  and  fall  within  those 
decided  to  be  within  the  executive  discretion.  By  the  Constitution 
of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  of  1790,  it  is  provided,  "  that  the 
Governor  sball  appoint  all  officers  whose  office  is  established  by 
the  Constitution,  or  shall  be  established  by  law,  and  whose  appoint- 
ments are  not  otherwise  provided  for." 

In  the  case  of  Leghman  v.  Sutherland, (1)  the  question  being 
on  the  construction  of  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  Pennsylvania, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  that  State  said,  "  The  Constitution  is  silent 
as  to  the  removal  of  officers,  yet  it  has  been  generally  supposed, 
that  the  power  of  removal  vested  with  the  Governor,  except  in 
those  cavSes  where  the  tenure  was  during  good  behavior."  In  the 
case  of  the  Commonwealth,  ex  relatione  Keynolds,  v.  Bussier,  (2) 
in  the  same  Court,  Chief  Justice  Tilghman  said,  "Every  argument 
in  favor  of  the  President's  power  of  removal  applies  a  fortiori  to 
the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania,  because  he  appoints  without  the 
control  of    the   Senate  ;    and   in  him  is  also  vested  the   supreme 

(1)  3  Serg.  auJ  Kawle,  145.  (2)  4  Serg.  and  Eawle,  451. 
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executive  power.  There  is  no  other  power  at  whose  pleasure  the 
officer  can  hold,  and  therefore  he  must  either  be  removable  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  Governor,  or  hold  during  good  behavior,  a  tenure 
extremely  injurious  to  the  country,  and  contrary  to  all  our  habits, 
customs,  and  manner  of  thinking. 

"Our  ancestors  brought  no  such  law  with  them  from  the  coun- 
try from  which  they  emigrated  ;  nor  did  they  see  cause  for  adopt- 
ing it  afterwards ;  for  never  was  it  supposed  in  Pennsylvania, 
either  bfeore  or  since  the  Revolution,  that  it  was  proper  for  minis- 
terial officers  to  hold  by  any  stronger  tenure  than  the  pleasure  of 
the  persons  from  whom  they  received  their  appointment,  except  in 
special  cases,  where  by  law  it  was  provided  otherwise.  This  long- 
continued  custom  is  powerful  evidence  of  the  law,  particularly  in 
the  United  States,  where  every  freeman  stands  on  the  same  proud 
footing,  where  ofKces  are  sought  with  avidity,  and  where  there  is 
neither  inclination  to  submit  to  executive  oppression,  nor  danger 
in  resisting  it." 

In  these  cases,  the  principle  that  the  power  of  removal  was  inci- 
dent to  the  power  of  appointment,  in  the  absence  of  constitutional 
or  legislative  provision  on  the  subject,  is  manifestly  recognized. 
Whether  the  Senate  has  an  advisory  power  or  not,  can,  then,  make 
no  difference.  The  principle,  it  is  seen,  is  the  same.  For  under 
the  power  of  the  President  to  appoint,  the  advisory  power  of  the 
Senate  exists  ;  and  in  the  Pennsylvania  cases  it  does  not,  the  Grov- 
ernor  possessing  the  sole  power ;  yet  the  right  of  removal  has 
been  adjudged  to  both  the  President  and  the  Grovernor.  The  same 
Court  has  also  decided,  that  this  power  of  removal,  as  incident  to 
that  of  appointment,  has  not  been  held  to  exist  beyond  the  execu- 
tive department ;  and  does  not  extend  to  officers  concerned  in  the 
administration  of  justice.(l)  This  decision  will  be  adverted  to  more 
at  large,  when  another  portion  of  the  case  shall  be  considered. 
Parsons,  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts,  in 
the  case  of  Avery  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Tryingham,  laid  it  down 
"  as  a  general  rule,  that  an  office  is  holden  at  the  will  of  either 
party,  unless  a  different  tenure  be  expressed  in  the  appointment, 
or  is  implied  by  the  nature  of  the  office,  or  results  from  ancient 
usage."  Under  this  exposition  of  the  rule,  it  is  to  be  presumed 
that  the  Secretary  would  have  the  right  to  resign  the  office,  and  it 
cannot  be  denied.  It  follows,  then,  as  a  corollary,  that  the  Gov- 
ernor has  an  equal  right  to  terminate  the  term  of  his  service  by 
removal. 

This  would  be  but  an  equality  of  right  between  the  appointing 
power  and  the  appointee.  It  has  also  been  adjudged  by  the  courts 
of  Pennsylvania,  "  that  a  removal  from  office  may  be  either 
express,  that  is,  by  notiiication,  by  order  of  the  government,  that 

(l)5Eawle,  203. 
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an  officer  is  removed,  or  implied,  by  the  appointment  of  another 
person  to  the  same  office."(l) 

I  now  proceed  to  make  the  enquiry :  "What  has  been  the  practice 
under  our  State  government,  in  regard  to  cases,  which  are  sup- 
posed to  be  analogous,  if  not  identical,  with  the  present;  and 
what  have  been  the  various  expositions  given  to  the  executive 
power,  as  exercised  by  the  legislature? 

It  will  be  perceived  that  one  portion  of  the  fundamental  princi- 
ples, adopted  in  the  formation  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  expressly  declared  in  our  own,  has,  nevertheless,  in 
the  formation  of  our  own,  been  departed  from,  and  a  portion  of 
the  executive  power  delegated  to  the  legislature,  notwithstanding 
the  declaration  that  the  executive  power  shall  be  vested  in  a  Gov- 
erno  r  in  the  fiist  article,  which  concerns  the  distribution  of  the 
powers  of  the  government ;  and  so  far  has  the  simplicity  and  sym- 
metry of  the  system  been  trenched  on.  In  the  first  article, 
it  is  declared  "that  the  powers  of  the  government  of  the  State  of 
Illinois  shall  be  divided  into  three  distinct  departments,  and  each 
of  them  confided  to  a  separate  body  of  magistracy,  to  wit,  those 
which  are  legislative  to  one,  those  which  are  executive  to  another, 
and  those  which  are  judiciary  to  another,"  and  that  "  no  person 
or  collection  of  persons,  being  one  of  those  departments,  shall 
exercise  any  power  properly  belonging  to  either  of  the  others, 
except  as  is  hereinafter  expressly  directed  or  permitted." 

This  discretion  and  permission  to  exercise  a  portion  of  the 
executive  power,  if  it  be  conceded  that  appointment  to  office  is  an 
executive  function,  as  distinctly  asserted  by  Mr.  Jefferson,  in  his  let- 
ter to  Mr.  Kercheval,  of  Virginia,  is  contained  in  the  4th  section 
of  the  6th  article  of  the  Constitution  of  the  State,  and  is  as  follows : 

"The  justices  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  the  judges  of  the 
inferior  courts,  shall  be  appointed  by  ballot  of  both  branches  of  the 
General  Assembly."  The  tenure  of  their  office  is  during  good 
behavior. 

In  the  year  1825,  the  legislature  created  the  office  of  circuit 
judges  to  the  number  of  five,  and  elected  five  persons  to  fill  these 
offices.  In  1827,  the  legislature  repealed  the  law  creating  the 
coui'ts  of  which  these  incumbents  were  judges;  and  it  was  said  to 
be  determined  thereby,  that  this  repeal  virtually  abrogated  the 
office,  notwithstanding  the  declaration  contained  in  the  first  section 
of  the  sixth  article  of  the  Constitution,  "that  the  judicial  j^ower 
shall  be  vested  in  one  Supreme  Court,  and  such  inferior  courts  as 
the  General  Assembly  shall  from  time  to  time  ordain  and  estab- 
lish." The  tenure  of  the  office  was  during  good  behavior,  beyond 
all  question.  I  could  never  view  the  construction  right,  which 
was  said  to  abrogate  the  office,  though  it  was  placed  on  the  ground 
of  precedent,  and  extemporaneous  exposition  of  a  similar  case, 

(1)  Wallace,  125. 
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wbicli  occurred  at  the  close  of  the  official  term  of  the  elder 
Adams'  Presidency,  and  the  next  session  of  Congress  thereafter. 

I  have  since  that  time  had  occasion  to  express  the  opinion,  in  a 
case  in  this  Court,  that  "  I  considered  the  shield  of  the  Constitu- 
tion was  placed  between  the  officer  and  the  act  of  destruction;  and 
if  it  failed  to  afford  the  protection  guaranteed  by  its  broad  and  com- 
prehensive declaration  of  his  right,  it  doubtless  was  because  he  neg- 
lected to  seek  the  shelter  it  alforded."(l)  I  could  not  then,  nor 
do  I  now,  conceive,  that  the  officer  chosen  in  such  a  case,  under 
the  Constitution,  could  be  involved  in  the  act  of  destruction.  The 
destruction  of  the  court  could  not  destroy  the  office  brought  into 
being  under  the  Constitution.  They  are  necessarily  separate  and 
distinct.  The  power  to  create  could  not  mean  an  equal  power  to 
destroy.  The  tenure  of  the  office  limited  the  power  over  the 
officer.  The  case  is,  however,  now  only  alluded  to  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  here  was  the  exercise  of  an  executive  function; 
and  the  removal  of  the  five  judges  by  the  legislative  department 
was  conceded  to  be  the  exercise  of  a  power  incidental  to,  and 
growing  out  of,  the  power  of  appointment.  It  will  not  do  to 
say  they  were  removed  by  a  legislative  act,  which  merely  repealed 
the  courts  and  the  duties  of  the  office.  That  removal  could  alone 
have  been  done  by  an  impeachment,  or  by  an  address,  as  provided 
by  the  Constitution. 

If  they  were  not  removed  by  virtue  of  an  executive  function, 
exercised  by  the  Greneral  Assembly,  then  they  have  never  been 
removed  at  all,  unless  by  death. 

Instances  of  a  similar  character  have  occurred  in  the  frequent 
changes  which  the  legislative  department  has  made  in  the  office 
and  laws  relative  to  judges  of  probate;  and  the  exercise  of  their 
powers,  in  that  respect,  have  been  precisely  parallel. 

I  shall  now  notice  other  cases,  which  I  consider  of  similar  aspect 
and  import.  They  are  conceived  to  be  expositions,  which  entitle 
them  to  much  consideration. 

It  appears,  from  the  legislative  journals  of  this  State,  that  an  act 
passed  the  legislature  in  1827,  which,  it  will  be  perceived,  was 
the  same  session  when  the  Circuit  Courts  were  abrogated  ;  and  a 
similar  act,  in  1835,  providing  for  the  election  of  State's  attorneys 
by  the  General  Assembly,  thereby  removing,  in  effect,  as  was 
supposed,  those  attorneys  who  had  been  previously  nominated  and 
appointed  by  the  Grovernor,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate.  These  acts  the  Council  of  Revision  returned  to 
the  legislature,  with  their  objections,  as  unconstitutional.  These 
objections  are  contained  in  the  extract  herewith  made. 

1st.  '"The  Council  conceived  that  the  first  section  of  the  bill, 
which  requires  '  that  there  shall  be  elected  by  the  General  Assem- 
bly, on  joint  vote,  at  the  present  session,  and  every  two  years 

(1)  The  People  v.  Mobley,  1  Scam.,  227. 


SPRINGFIELD,  141 


Field  V.  The  People. 


thereafter,  one  State's  attorney  for  each  judicial  circuit,  now  or 
hereafter  to  be  created  in  this  State,'  was  a  violation  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  this  State.  A  bill,  containing  siriiilar  provisions,  was 
presented  to  the  Council  of  Revision  on  the  17th  day  of  February, 
1827,  which  was  returned  by  the  Council  with  their  objections ; 
and  as  the  Council  believe  that  the  objections  then  made  to  the 
passage  of  that  bill  have  lost  none  of  their  force  by  time,  they 
respectfully  recommend  them  to  the  consideration  of  the  General 
Assembly,  as  applying  to  the  first  section  of  the  bill  under 
revision.  The  objections  were  as  follows,  to  wit,  1st.  Because,  in 
their  opinion,  no  evil  has  resulted  to  the  people  under  the  manner 
of  appointing  circuit  or  State's  attorneys,  as  the  same  has  prevailed 
ever  since  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of  this  State.  The 
Senate  are  considered,  by  the  Council,  as  a  sufficient  check  upon, 
improper  nominations  by  the  executive.  2nd.  Because  they 
believe  the  appointment  of  the  ofl&cers  mentioned  in  the  said  third 
section  is  an  executive  function,  and  that  it  ought  not  to  be  exer- 
cised by  the  two  h^ses  of  the  General  Assembly,  unless  the 
power  is  expressly  given  to  them  by  the  Constitution.  The  first 
article  of  that  instrument  is  as  follows  : 

"  '  The  powers  of  the  government  of  the  State  of  Illinois  shall 
be  divided  into  three  distinct  departments,  and  each  of  them  con- 
fided to  a  separate  body  of  magistracy,  to  wit,  those  which  are 
legislative  to  one,  those  which  are  executive  to  another,  and  those 
whicii  are  judiciary  to  another.  No  person  or  collection  of  per- 
sons, being  one  of  these  departments,  shall  exercise  any  powers 
properly  belonging  to  either  of  the  others,  except  as  hereinafter- 
wards  expressly  directed  and  permitted.' 

"  The  Council,  after  a  careful  perusal  of  the  Constitution,  have 
been  unable  to  find  any  article  or  section,  which  expressly  directs 
or  permits  the  two  houses  of  the  General  Assembly  to  make  the 
appointments  contemplated  by  this  act.  That  nomination  to 
office  is  exclusively  an  executive  function,  the  Council  beg  leave 
to  quote  an  extract  of  a  letter  from  that  great  apostle  of  liberty, 
and  the  immortal  author  of  the  Declaration  of  Independence,  the 
late  Thomas  Jefferson.  The  letter  was  written  the  21st  Novem- 
ber, 1816,  to  S.  Kercheval,  Esq.,  of  Yirginia.  The  extract  is 
as  follows,  to  wit : 

"  '  Nomination  to  office  is  an  executive  function  ;  to  give  it  to 
the  legislature,  as  we  do,  is  a  violation  of  the  principle  of  the  sep- 
aration of  powers  ;  it  swerves  members  from  correctness,  by  temp- 
tation to  intrigue  for  office  for  themselves,  and  to  a  corrupt  barter 
for  votes,  and  destroys  responsibility  by  dividing  it  among  a 
multitude.  By  leaving  nomination  in  its  proper  place,  among 
executive  functions,  the  principle  of  the  distribution  of  powers  is 
preserved,  and  responsibility  weighs  with  its  heaviest  force  upon 
a  single  head.' 
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"  That  upright,  able  and  popular  chief  magistrate,  Governor 
Morris,  in  his  valedictory  address  as  the  Governor  of  Ohio,  raises 
his  warning  voice  against  confounding  the  different  functions  of  the 
government,  as  had  been  too  much  practiced  in  that  State.  It  is 
his  opinion,  that,  to  keep  the  different  departments  of  the  govern- 
ment in  a  healthy  action,  it  is  necessary  that  each  should  carefully 
abstain  from  the  performance  of  acts  properly  belonging  to  another. 

"6d.  The  Council  object  to  the  third  section  of  the  bill, 
because  they  entertain  strong  doubts  "whether  its  passage  will  not 
be  a  direct  violation  of  the  22d  section  of  the  8d  article  of  the  Con- 
stitution.    The  section  is  as  follows : 

"  '  The  Governor  shall  nominate,  and,  by  and  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  Senate,  appoint  all  officers,  whose  offices  are 
established  by  this  Constitution,  or  shall  be  established  by  law, 
and  whose  appointments  are  not  herein  otherwise  provided  for ; 
Provided,  however,  That  inspectors,  collectors,  and  their  depu- 
ties, surveyors  of  highways,  constables,  jailors,  and  such  inferior 
officers,  whose  jurisdiction  shall  be  confined%within  the  limits  of  a 
county,  shall  be  appointed  in  such  manner  as  the  General  Assem- 
bly may  prescribe. 

"  State's  attorneys,  then,  are  not  officers  whose  jurisdictions 
are  confined  within  the  limits  of  a  county,  so  as  to  bring  them 
within  the  proviso  of  this  section.  Where  there  is  no  other  pro- 
vision in  the  constitution  than  those  above  quoted,  no  one  could 
for  a  moment  entertain  a  doubt  that  this  bill  would  be  a  palpable 
violation  of  that  instrument.  The  Council  are,  however,  aware, 
that,  in  the  first  section  of  the  schedule,  language  is  used,  which, 
by  a  very  broad  and  extended  construction,  might  authorize  the 
General  Assembly  to  exercise  the  power  of  appointing,  not  only 
circuit  or  State's  attorneys,  but  every  other  officer  (except  they 
be  elected)  to  be  commissioned  under  the  government ;  and  thus, 
by  one  fell  swoop,  entirely  to  obliterate  from  that  sacred  instru- 
ment some  of  its  most  important  and  valuable  features.  The  sec- 
tion is  as  follows : 

"  '  An  Auditor  of  Public  Accounts,  an  Attorney-General,  and 
such  other  officers  of  the  State  as  may  be  necessaiy,  may  be 
appointed  by  the  General  Assembly,  whose  duties  may  be  regu- 
lated by  law.' 

"  It  is  a  well-settled  and  sound  rule  of  construction,  that  the 
context  should  be  regarded,  as  well  in  construing  Constitutions  as 
other  instruments  and  laws  ;  and  that  every  section  ought  to  be  so 
interpreted  as  to  permit  every  other  article  to  stand  and  be  oper- 
ative. If,  however,  this  broad  construction  is  to  prevail,  that  the 
legislature  may  appoint  these  officers,  the  first  article,  and  the  22d 
section  of  the  third  article  will,  in  a  great  degree,  become  a  dead 
letter.  The  distinction  between  the  legislative  and  executive 
functions,  so  far  as  regards   appointments  to  office,  will  be  abol- 
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ished,  and  the  Governor  and  Senate  will  be  stripped  of  all  the 
appointing  power  conferred  on  them  by  the  Constitution. 

"  The  Counci]  cannot  accede  to  a  constructiion  of  that  instru- 
ment, which  will  obliterate  such  important  portions  of  it.  The 
Council  greatly  regret  that  a  bill,  out  of  which  will  grow  such 
grave  and  important  questions,  should  be  presented  to  them  on  the 
last  day  of  the  session  of  the  General  Assembly ;  but,  as  they 
have  no  desire  to  interfere  with  the  constitutional  exercise  of  any 
power,  properly  belonging  to  the  legislative  department,  they  have, 
in  a  very  hasty  and  crude  manner,  thrown  together  their  ideas  on 
tliis  interesting  and  highly  important  subject,  and  transmit  them, 
without  delay,  to  the  legislature." 

"When  the  above  objections  were  presented  to  the  House  of 
Eepresentatives,  that  body,  by  a  vote  of  25  to  8,  and  the  Senate 
without  division,  concurred  in  the  views  of  the  Council. 

"2d.  The  Council  object  to  the  bill,  because  the  office  of 
State's  attorney  is  a  local  office,  and  five-sixths  of  the  legislature 
are  not  responsible  to  the  people,  whose  interests  are  principally 
to  be  affected  by  the  appointment.  Hence  it  follows,  that  a 
majority  of  the  legislature  may  impose  an  officer  upon  the  circuit, 
although  he  may  be  obnoxious  not  only  to  all  the  members  from 
that  circuit,  but  also  to  the  people  residing  within  its  bounds ;  and 
yet  that  majority  will  not  be  responsible  to  the  people,  whose 
wishes  and  interests  may  be  thus  disregarded.  This,  it  is  con- 
ceived, is  not  consistent  with  the  principles  of  a  republican 
government,  and  ought  never  to  be  adopted  as  the  basis  of  legisla- 
tion, unless  the  Constitution  expressly  required  it. 

"  3d.  The  bill  violates  a  salutary  principle  of  free  government, 
by  vesting  in  the  same  department  the  power  of  creating  and  filling 
the  same  office,  This  principle  may  lead  to  the  creation  of 
unnecessary  offices,  for  the  sake  of  filling  them  with  favorites;  but 
leave  the  appointment  of  officers  to  the  executive  and  Senate,  or 
to  the  people  and  no  such  temptation  will  exist." 

The  act  of  1835,  having  repassed  the  legislature  by  a  constitu- 
tional majority,  notwithstanding  the  objections  of  the  Council  of 
Revision,  the  General  Assembly  proceeded  to  elect  the  officers 
named  in  the  act ;  and  they,  having  entered  on  their  duties,  neces- 
sarily superseded  the  persons  who  had  been  previously  appointed 
to  the  office  of  circuit  attorneys.  The  question  is  now  propounded 
by  whom,  and  by  virtue  of  the  exercise  of  what  power  or  function, 
were  the  former  circuit  attorneys  removed  from  office? 

The  Council  say,  distinctly,  that  the  legislature  are  about  to  pro- 
ceed to  the  exercise  of  an  executive  function,  and  to  strip  the 
executive  of  a  portion  of  the  executive  attributes.  It  is  conceded 
they  did  so ;  and,  by  the  exercise  of  the  implied  powers  of  appoint- 
ment, virtually  removed  the  former  incumbents  from  office,  the 
name  of  which  was  changed,  but  the  duties  remain  the  same. 

The  legislative  department  insisted  on  its  power  to  do  the  act, 
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and  justified  it  under  the  provision  referred  to  by  the,  Council, 
contained  in  the  schedule  to  the  Constitution. 

Here,  then,  was  another  instance  of  the  exercise  of  executive 
functions  by  the  legislature,  and  the  implied  power  to  remove  from 
office,  by  virtue  of  a  new  appointment.  It  may  be  said,  it  was 
done  in  an  indirect  manner.  If  so,  it  was  a  still  more  extended 
exercise  of  power,  and  an  extension  never  before  claimed. 

Another  instance,  of  a  similar  character,  will  be  recited.  By  the 
8th  section  of  the  Act  for  the  Construction  of  the,  Illinois  and  Michi- 
gan Canal,  approved  10th  February,  1835,  the  Governor  was 
required,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  to 
appoint  five  practical  and  skillful  persons.,  to  constitute  "  The 
Board  of  Commissioners  of  the  Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal.'' 
And  had  there  not  been  a  special  session  of  the  legislature,  the 
persons  appointed  would  have  held  their  offices  for  at  least  two 
consecutive  years,  or  nearly  so,  even  if  the  legislature  had,  at  its 
regular  biennial  session,  repealed  the  law  under  which  they  were 
appointed.  The  special  session,  however,  having  been  held  on 
the  9th  of  January,  1836,  a  law  was  passed  and  approved,  repeal- 
ing the  act  of  the  10th  of  February,  1835,  and  declaring  in  these 
words,  "  that  any  Canal  Commissioner,  heretofore  appointed  under 
any  law  of  this  State,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
out  of  office,  from  and  after  the  passage  of  this  act,  any  law  to 
the  contrary  notwithstanding."(l) 

Here,  then,  was  another  removal  from  office  of  five  persons, 
whose  term  of  service  in  office  was  undefined ;  and  not  by  the 
power  that  gave  them  their  official  existence,  for  they  were 
appointed  by  the  Governor,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate,  but  by  a  portion  of  one  part  of  the  power,  and  another 
an  entire  stranger  to  it,  the  House  of  Representatives  never  having 
had  any  participation  in  the  act  of  appointment.  It  concurred  in 
this  act,  with  the  Senate,  on  the  broad  declaration  of  removal. 
Was  this  declaration  an  executive  or  a  legislative  act  ?  Its  form 
is  legislative,  while  its  effect  is  clearly  executive,  because  it  is  a 
declaratory  act  of  removal  from  office;  and,  as  such,  should  be 
considered  in  its  nature  executive. 

In  further  illustration  of  the  practical  exposition,  which  the  leg- 
islative department  of  the  State  government  has  placed  on  the 
power  of  removal,  by  the  joint  action  of  the  two  branches  thereof, 
another  case  will  be  referred  to.  By  the  first  section  of  A71  Act 
to  amend  An  Act  to  regulate  the  Penitentiary,  (2)  approved  9th  Feb- 
ruary, 1835,  it  is  provided,  "That  there  shall  be  elected  by  joint  vote 
of  the  two  Houses  of  the  General  Assembly,  at  its  (then)  session, 
and  at  every  succeeding  session  thereafter,  a  warden  of  the  peni- 
tentiary, who  should  be  commissioned  by  the  Governor,  and  con- 
tinue in  office  for  the  term  of  two  years,  and  until  his  successor 

(1)  Acts  of  1836, 154  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  123.  (2)  Acts  of  1835,  52. 


SPRINGFIELD.  145 


Field  V.  The  Peonle. 


should  be  appointed  and  qualified."  Under  this  act,  one  Benjamin 
Enloe  was  elected  to  the  office  of  warden,  on  the  10th  day  of 
February,  1837,  duly  commissioned  and  qualified  to  office,  and, 
under  this  act,  was  entitled  to  hold  it  for  the  term  of  two  years. 
He  entered  on  the  duties-of  the  office,  and  continued  therein  until 
the  21st  day  of  July,  1887,  when,  at  a  special  session  of  the 
General  Assembly,  on  the  said  21st  day  of  July,  the  office  was 
abolished  by  an  act  of  the  General  Assembly.(l) 

Enloe,  conceiving  that  he  had  a  vested  interest  or  estate  in  the 
office,  for  the  whole  term  for  which  he  had  been  elected  by  the 
General  Assembly,  demanded  payment  of  his  salary  for  the  two 
years ;  and,  on  being  refused  payment  by  the  officers  of  State, 
obtained  from  this  Court  a  rule  agamst  the  Auditor,  to  show  cause 
why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue  against  him,  to  compel  him  to 
issue  a  warrant  in  favor  of  Enloe,  on  the  State  Treasurer,  for  the 
salary  alleged  to  be  due,  beyond  the  day  of  removal.(2) 

The  case  was  argued  at  length  by  able  counsel,  and  the  rule 
refused.  This  Court,  on  that  occasion,  decided  that  the  principle 
of  an  individual  having  an  estate  in  an  office  in  this  country 
was  not  to  be  recognized.  That  whatever  was  the  ancient  com- 
mon law  doctrine,  as  to  appointments  to  office,  and  the  tenure  by 
which  they  are  held,  under  our  Constitution  and  laws  these  rules 
could  not  apply,  offices  being  created  for  the  benefit  of  the  peo- 
ple, and  the  public  interest  being  the  sole  object  of  their  creation, 
and  not  the  advantage  of  the  incumbent.  That,  while  in  Eng- 
land, an  office,  in  many  cases,  was  considered  an  incorporeal 
hereditament,  as  is  the  rule  in  the  case  of  a  right  of  way,  and 
"unless  the  statute  which  creates  the  office  limits  its  tenure,  it  is  an 
office  for  life,  as  at  common  law,  no  such  rule  could  prevail  in  the 
United  States ;  that  those  rules  and  principles  were  exploded 
among  us,  at  the  adoption  of  our  form  of  government,  and  were 
utterly  incompatible  with  our  free  institutions,  and  would  be,  if 
adopted,  subversive  of  the  fundamental  principles  of  the  govern- 
ment itself 

Such  must  have  been,  also,  the  opinion  of  the  General  Assem- 
bly, on  the  exercise  of  the  power  to  remove  the  incumbent,  in 
this  case,  who  had  been  appointed  to  an  office  of  high  trust,  and 
of  profit  to  himself,  by  the  mode  of  repealing  the  law,  and  trans- 
ferring the  duties  of  the  office  to  another  person. 

They  doubtless  did  not  do  the  act  without  some  great  necessity 
for  it,  and  with  which  the  public  interest  was  immediately  con- 
nected ;  and  which,  if  not  done,  might  be  materially  injured. 
The  source  of  his  appointment  having  been  from  their  action,  they 
properly  considered  they  possessed  equally  the  power  of  removal, 
and  I  think  justly  so. 

(1)  Acts  of  July,  1837,  47 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  521.  (2)  1  Scam.,  537. 
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It  may  be  said,  however,  in  this  case,  as  in  others,  that  the  act 
of  repeal  was  a  legislative  act,  and,  therefore,  was  strictly  not  a 
removal  from  office. 

To  repudiate  such  an  idea,  it  may  be  emphatically  asked, 
whether  the  election  of  the  warden  to  office  v/as  not  the  exercise 
of  an  executive  function  ?  It,  I  conceive,  most  certainly  was.  As, 
however,  his  term  of  service  had  been  defined,  and  limited  to  two 
years,  and  as  he  could  not  be  removed  before,  but  for  cause,  the 
short  process  of  repeal  was  resorted  to,  by  which  the  office  was 
taken  from  the  incumbent,  being  tantamount  to  a  removal. 

This  last  class  of  cases  shows  that  the  power  of  removal,  by 
appointment  of  other  persons  to  fill  the  station  of  their  predeces- 
sors by  the  General  Assembly,  has  ever  been  considered  by  it  as 
an  inherent  power,  by  virtue  of  its  general  power  to  appoint  to 
office,  and  as  purely  incidental  thereto.  It  has  been  considered 
by  it  as  a  continuing  power  always  in  vigor,  and  never  expended. 
It  cannot  be  justified  in  my  conception,  on  any  other  ground. 

No  argument  is  to  be  drawn  from  the  possible  abuse  of  the 
exercise  of  the  power  by  the  executive,  because  he  has  been  com- 
pletely stripped  of  nearly  all  and  every  grade  of  patronage  of 
appointment  to  office,  having  nothing  left  of  the  executive  function 
in  that  particular,  but  the  appointment  of  public  administrators, 
notaries  public,  and  some  other  unimportant  minor  officers,  includ- 
ing the  appointment  in  qaestion,  of  which  it  is  now  contended  he 
has  also  been  shorn.  Whether  this  has  been  wisely  done,  it  is 
not  for  me  to  say  or  determine.  The  responsibility  which  should 
always  rest  on  the  appointing  power  has  been  lost  by  its  division 
among  a  numerous  body,  and  the  sense  of  accountability  under 
which  it  should  act  so  divided  as  to  be  entirely  unseen  and  unfelt. 
No  reasoning,  then,  can  be  justly  urged  on  the  ground  of  appre- 
hension that  the  executive  might  causelessly  remove  worthy  men 
from  office ;  nor  is  it  any  evidence  why  a  power  should  not  exist, 
because  in  its  exercise  there  might  be  a  possible  abuse. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellant  have  insisted,  that  a  decision  of 
this  Court,  pronounced,  in  the  case  of  the  People,  on  the  relation 
of  Matheny  v.  Mobley,  in  December  term,  1835,  has  decided  the 
case  at  bar ;  and.  that  the  question  in  that  case,  and  the  one  before 
the  Court,  is  precisely  parallel.  If  this  be  so,  and  that  decision 
be  correct,  then  the  same  results  should  certainly  follow.  Let  us, 
however,  attentively  consider  that  case,  as  compared  with  the 
present.  One  of  the  questions  decided  in  that  case  was,  that  the 
power  of  appointment  was  not  a  personal  trust  (in  other  words,  a 
ministerial  act),  but  a  judicial  one,  exercised  by  virtue  of  powers 
conferred  by  the  Constitution. 

It  was  contended  on  the  argument  in  that  case,  as  will  be  seen 
in  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  Justice,  and  a  statement  of  the  case, 
that  the  main  question  presented  was,  whether  the  newly  appointed 
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judge  had  the  authority  to  make  the  appointment  of  Mobley,  by 
virtue  of  his  office  of  judge. 

The  question  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  Justice,  thus, 
"  The  pleadings  in  this  case  show  that  Matheny  was  clerk  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Sangamon  county,  on  the  8d  day  of  May,  1835  ; 
and  that,  in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  the  Legislature,  entitled  '  An  aet 
to  establish  mi  uniform  mode  of  holding  Circuit  Courts,^  (1)  passed 
on  the  7th  of  January,  1834,  S.  T.  Logan  was  elected  judge  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Sangamon  county,  and,  in  virtue  of  said  office, 
appointed  M.  Mobley  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  said  county."  (2) 

The  question  went  to  the  power  of  the  new  incumbent  in  the 
judicial  office  to  displace  the  old  clerk,  and  was  predicated  on 
the  act  of  the  7th  of  January,  1835,  which  transferred  the  duties 
of  the  Supreme  Judges,  who  then  held  the  Circuit  Courts,  to  the 
Circuit  Judges,  who  were  appointed  under  the  new  act. 

In  the  general  opinion  of  the  Court  I  concurred.  But,  because 
of  a  difference  of  opinion,  and,  as  I  then  stated,  in  my  separate 
opinion,  "  entertaining  some  views  not  entirely  in  accordance  with 
the  opinion  on  which  the  judgment  of  the  Court  may  be  predi- 
cated," I  proposed  (then)  to  state  briefly  the  grounds  on  which 
they  were  founded.  I  proceeded  to  say,  "  many  and  different 
opinions  have  been  entertained  as  to  the  power  of  the  Circuit 
Courts,  and  the  Judges  to  appoint  the  clerks  of  those  Courts ; 
some  supposing  it  a  power  which  the  Court  alone  could  exercise, 
and  others  viewing  it  also  as  a  personal  power  attaching  to  the 
officer  as  distinct  from  the  Court. 

"  The  6th  section  of  the  4th  article  of  the  Constitution,  which 
gives  the  power  of  appointment,  is  couched  in  a  phraseology  very 
peculiar  ;  and  if  it  be  interpreted  literally  would  seem  to  admit  of 
no  doubt,  that  the  power  attached  to  the  person  of  the  officer  as 
the  Court  itself. 

"  This  section  is  as  follows :  '  The  Supreme  Court,  or  a 
majority  of  the  justices  thereof,  the  Circuit  Courts,  or  the  justices 
thereof,  shall  respectively  appoint  their  own  clerks.' 

*'  It  is  manifest  from  this  language,  that,  in  asserting  under  it 
the  personal  right  of  appointment,  no  violence  would  be  done  to 
the  plain  and  literal  signification  of  the  language  used  ;  and  I  am 
free  to  confess,  that,  from  a  casual  examination  of  the  section,  I 
have  been  inclined  to  so  consider  it.  I  believe  I  have  not  been 
singular  in  such  opinion,  the  same  opinion  having  been  entertained, 
I  am  informed,  by  many  highly  intelligent  legal  men  ;  and  if  I  am 
not  greatly  mistaken,  it  has  been  practiced  on,  and  appointments 
are  understood  to  have  been  made  under  such  a  view  of  the  power, 
c  .nsidering  it  both  warranted  and  proper ;  but  more  mature  consid- 
eration, and  the  possible  injurious  consequences  which  might  flow 
from  such  an  interpretation,  have  induced  me  to  conclude,  that  the 

(1)  Acts  of  1835,  150 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  182.  (2)  1  Scam.  221. 
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more  sound  construction  is,  that  it  is  not  a  power  attaching  to  the 
person  of  the  officer,  but  that  the  power  can  alone  be  exercised  by 
him  as  the  organ  of  the  Court ;  and  that  when  the  power  is  once 
exercised,  and  the  office  filled  by  an  appointment,  whether  in  vaca- 
tion or  term  time,  the  incumbent  cannot  be  displaced  except  in  the 
manner  and  for  the  causes  provided  by  law."  "  The  office  is 
created  under  and  by  virtue  of  this  section  of  the  Constitution  ; 
but  it  will  be  remarked,  while  thus  created,  its  duration  is  left 
undefined,  and,  being  so,  unless  its  tenure  was  defined  by  law,  it 
would,  we  should  apprehend,  be  of  indefinite  duration  ;  whether 
of  life  or  good  behavior  might  also  admit  of  much  doubt.(l) 

"  That  tenure  has,  by  the  23d  section  of  the  act  of  1829,  regu- 
lating the  Supreme  and  Circuit  Courts,  and  various  other  acts  of 
the  Legislature,  been  in  some  measure  defined,  and  made  to  depend 
on  various  contingencies,  and  the  performances  of  certain  acts, 
such  as  renewing  official  bonds  ;  keeping  his  office  at  the  county 
seat ;  and  they  have  also  provided  for  the  manner  of  removal  for 
acts  of  malfeasance.  Considering  that  the  power  of  appointment 
under  the  Constitution  is  committed  to  the  judges  of  the  Court,  as 
the  organs  thereof,  and  is  not  a  mere  personal  authority  to  be  exer- 
cised by  every  new  incumbent  and  that  the  tenure  of  the  office  of 
clerk  is  limited  and  defined  by  law  ;  that  the  causes  for  which  the 
clerk  shall  be  removed  have  also  been  defined,  and  the  modes  of 
proceeding  prescribed;  and' that  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings 
and  records  of  the  courts,  and  duties  which  appertain  to  the  office, 
will  be  greatly  promoted  by  uniformity,  and  the  stability  of  the 
tenure  under  which  the  incumbents  hold  their  offices,  I  feel  con- 
strained, from  a  sense  of  what  I  am  convinced,  upon  mature  reflec- 
tion of  the  points  made,  is  the  just  and  rational  interpretation,  and 
the  laws  relative  thereto,  to  concur  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 
in  favor  of  the  relator."(2) 

It  will  thus  be  perceived  that  the  constitutional  power  of  the 
Legislature  to  limit  the  tenure  of  the  office  of  clerk  was  never 
before  this  Court ;  nor  was  the  power  questioned  in  any  way  what- 
ever. That  my  concurrence  in  the  opinion  was  founded  on  the 
express  ground,  that  the  tenure  of  the  office  had  been  virtually  if 
not  actually  defined  by  legislative  enactments,  which,  while  they 
were  in  force,  were  obligatory  on  the  judges  of  the  Courts;  and 
that  I  expressly  said,  while  the  tenure  was  left  undefined  by  the 
Constitution,  the  office  would  be  of  indefinite  duration,  unless 
defined  by  law,  but  whether  for  life  or  good  behavior,  which  is  the 
same  thing,  might  also  admit  of  great  doubt. 

It  will  also  be  perceived  that  the  former  practice  in  reference  to 
appointments  is  stated,  and  the  different  opinions  entertained  in 
relation  thereto  are  also  noticed.  I  think  a  very  clear  distinction, 
however,  can  be  drawn  between  the  two  cases. 

(1)  1  Scam.,  226,  227.  (2)  1  Scam.,  229. 
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The  Governor  may  have  occasion,  as  I  have  shown,  to  exert  the 
power  of  removal  in  a  summary  manner,  in  a  case  of  great  emer- 
gency, like  the  one  I  have  supposed,  of  great  public  danger,  and  to 
avoid  similar  indiscretion,  of  the  character  stated.  The  causes  of  the 
disclosure  might,  before  he  acted,  produce  a  repetition  of  the  evils 
he  intended  to  avoid  by  the  act  of  removal. 

The  exercise  of  the  power  at  the  moment  might  be  of  infinite 
importance,  and  delay  might  produce  great  danger.  Not  so  with 
the  clerk  ;  the  Court  may  stop  him  in  his  acts  of  misconduct ;  may 
enforce  obedience  to  its  orders  ;  may  punish  him  for  his  contempts 
by  fine,  and  may  remove  him,  for  cause,  from  office.  The  clerk 
cannot  be  considered  as  the  agent  of  the  Court.  The  doctrine  of 
accountability  in  the  Court  for  his  acts  does  not  apply.  The  respon- 
sibility does  not  rest  on  it.  The  clerk,  besides,  takes  an  oath  of 
office,  and  gives  bond  and  security  for  the  faithful  performance  of  his 
duties  ;  not  so  with  the  Secretary,  who  gives  no  bond  or  security 
for  the  faithful  discharge  of  his  duties. 

In  1  Hawkins,  412,  it  is  laid  down,  that  the  clerk  may  be 
adjudged,  on  principles  of  the  common  law,  to  forfeit  his  office  by 
a  breach  of  the  condition  annexed  to  it :  so  also  by  misfeasance  or 
non-feasance. 

The  existence  and  possession  of  this  comprehensive  judicial  con- 
trol would  seem  to  exclude  the  reason  for  adopting  the  idea,  that  a 
clerk  can  be  removed  at  the  will  of  a  judge;  as  he  can  remove 
him  for  cause,  when  facts  are  judicially  ascertained,  there  is  no 
ground  on  which  to  base  the  presumption  that  he  can  obtain  a 
power  of  implication  to  remove  without  cause.  An  officer  who  is 
unfaithful,  incompetent,  grossly  negligent,  or  who  abuses  the  trust 
reposed  in  him,  may  be  deprived  of  his  office  by  law. 

This  dispenses  with  the  necessity  for  a  resort  to  remove  by  the 
power  derived  by  implication.  It  has  been  aptly  said,  "that 
powers  are  implied  from  necessity.  If  no  cogent  reason  exists,  why 
should  that,  which  is  not  in  exprees  terms  granted,  pass  by  impli- 
cation ?  Such  a  construction  is  not  to  be  favored."  It  is  certainly 
true,  that  this  authority  is  not  conferred  upon  the  judge  in  any 
larger  grant  than  in  the  case  of  the  Governor,  and  that  the  same 
reasons  and  causes  which  render  it  proper  and  highly  expedient  for 
the  Governor  to  exercise  the  power  do  not  and  cannot  exist  in  the 
case  of  the  clerk.  It  will  not  be  denied,  that  the  superintending 
power  of  the  Court  will  always  be  sufficient  under  its  ordinary  rules, 
for  every  proper  purpose,  and  commensurate  to  any  exigency  which 
may  arise.  I  therefore  conclude,  that  there  is  no  analogy  in  the  two 
cases,  under  the  principles  of  our  institutions,  between  the  depart- 
ment of  the  judiciary  and  that  of  the  executive.  These  ideas  are 
in  no  wise  original.  They  are  the  results  of  the  reflections  of  all 
practical  men  on  these  subjects  ;  approved  by  time  and  fortified  by 
past  experience.     It  is  for  these  reasons,  I  apprehend,  that  tlie 
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Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  has  adjudged  "that  the  power  of 
removal,  as  an  incident  to  that  of  appointment,  has  never  been  held 
to  exist  beyond  the  executive  department ;  and  does  not  extend  to 
officers  concerned  in  the  administration  of  justice." 

For  these  reasons  I  cannot  perceive  the  affinity,  which  it  is  said 
exists  in  the  case  of  The  People  v,  Mobley,  and  the  present  one. 
The  marks  of  dissimilarity,  and  the  cogent  reasons  for  the  applica- 
tion of  different  principles,  seem  to  me  most  apparent,  and  to  my 
mind  make  the  distinction  most  manifest. 

If,  however,  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  in  the  case  of  Hennen,  referred  to  in  this  opinion,  is 
to  prevail,  and  shall  be  considered  directly  applicable  to  our  Courts, 
in  reference  to  the  appointment  of  clerks,  I  trust  no  false  pride  of 
opinion  will  deter  me  from  adopting  that  rule,  which  shall  be  most 
in  consonance  with  the  true  interpretation  of  the  Constitution,  and 
the  principles  best  calculated  to  subserve  the  ends  of  justice. 

Where  error  is  made  apparent,  and  conviction  reaches  the  human 
breast,  it  were  but  a  double  sin  to  persist  in  wrong. 

I  have  deemed  it  unnecessary  to  advert  to  the  action  in  either 
branch  of  the  General  Assembly,  on  the  power  of  the  Governor  to 
remove  the  Secretary,  because  of  the  conflict  in  the  opinions  which 
have  at  different  times  been  expressed  by  each,  and  considering, 
moreover,  that  no  decisive  conclusions  are  to  be  deduced  therefrom. 

Upon  the  whole  case,  from  the  best  examination  and  reflection 
I  have  been  enabled  to  bestow  upon  it,  and  with  the  most  sincere 
desire  to  arrive  at  just  results,  I  have  come  to  the  following  con- 
clusions: 

1.  That  the  power  of  the  Governor  to  remove  the  incumbent 
from  the  office  of  Secretary  of  State  is  a  power  incidental  to  the 
power  of  appointment  conferred  on  him  by  the  Constitution,  the 
office  of  Secretary  being  created  by  the  Constitution,  and  the 
tenure  of  the  office  being  also  left  undefined  and  unlimited  ;  and  that 
therefore  the  incumbent  holds  his  office  at  the  will  of  the  executive. 

2.  That  the  Secretary  is  to  be  considered  a  subordinate  in  the 
executive  department  of  the  Government,  subject  to  the  control 
and  supervision,  and  accountable  to  the  head  of  that  department 
for  the  faithful  execution  of  the  duties  of  the  office,  and  removable 
at  its  pleasure. 

3.  That  this  power  of  removal  is  a  continuing  one,  always  in 
vigor;  and  that  the  appointment  of  another  person  to  the  office 
produces  the  removal  or  displacement  of  the  incumbent. 

I,  therefore,  concur  in  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court,  and 
think  it  should  be  affirmed. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  concurring  with  the  Chief  Justice  : 
The  record  in  this  cause  exhibits  the  following  facts  :    "  At  the 
April  term,  1839,  of  the  Fayette  Circuit  Court,  Wickliffe  Kit- 
chell,  Esq.,  the  Attorney-General,  on  behalf  of  the  people  of  the 
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State  of  Illinois,  on  the  relation  of  John  A.  McClernand,  filed  in 
said  Court  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto,  setting 
forth  that  Alexander  P.  Field,  without  legal  grant,  right,  or  war- 
rant whatsoever,  had,  for  a  long  space  of  time  then  last  past,  to 
wit,  for  the  space  of  ten  days  last  past,  unlawfully  held  and  exer- 
cised the  olSce  of  Secretary  of  State  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  and, 
without  any  legal  right,  warrant,  or  grant  whatsoever,  still  does 
unlawfully  hold  and  exercise  the  said  office ;  and  that  he,  for  and 
during  all  the  time  last  above  mentioned,  without  any  legal  right, 
warrant,  or  grant  whatsoever,  has  claimed,  and  still  does  claim,  to 
be  Secretary  of  State,  and  to  hold  and  exercise  the  said  office, 
and  to  keep  the  Seal  of  the  State  aforesaid,  without  any  lawful 
warrant,  grant,  or  right  so  to  do ;  against  the  peace  and  dignity 
of  the  people  of  the  State  of  Illinois." 

To  this  information  the  said  Field  filed  the  following  plea,  to 
wit:  "The  said  Field,  to  the  office,  duties  and  emoluments  of 
Secretary  of  State,  says,  he  is  lawfully  entitled,  by  appointment 
from  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  by  and  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  Senate  of  said  State,  on  the  23d  day  of  January,  1829  ; 
which  said  appointment  was  followed  by  a  commission  issued  in 
the  usual  form,  under  the  Great  Seal  of  State  (and  which  is  set 
forth  in  full  in  the  plea),  and  by  this  warrant  the  said  Field  has 
used,  during  all  the  time  in  the  said  information  mentioned,  all  the 
powers  and  duties  of  said  office,  and  received  the  emoluments 
appertaining  thereto,  as  he  well  might,  and  still  may.  Without 
this,  that  the  said  Field  has  unlawfully  held  and  exercised  the  said 
office  in  manner  and  form  as  is  by  the  said  information  supposed; 
all  of  which  he  is  ready  to  verify,"  &c. 

To  this  plea  the  people,  by  their  Attorney-General,  replied, 
admitting  the  appointment,  by  Ninian  Edwards,  then  Governor  of 
the  State,  of  the  said  Field,  at  the  time  stated  in  the  plea ;  and 
that,  in  pursuance  of  said  appointment,  he  lawfully  entered  upon 
the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  the  office,  and  continued  to  discharge 
them  from  the  time  of  his  appointment  until  the  time  of  his 
removal  as  afterwards  mentioned.  That  long  after  the  appointment 
as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  first  Monday  in  August,  1838,  Thomas 
Carlin  was  elected  Governor  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  lawfully 
entered  upon  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  said  office,  and  still 
continues  to  exercise  and  discharge  them;  and  that  on  the  fifth 
day  of  April,  1839,  he,  being  Governor  of  the  State,  did,  at  the 
county  aforesaid,  by  virtue  of  his  authority  as  Governor,  order 
and  direct  in  writing,  under  his  hand  as  Governor,  the  said  Field 
to  remove  from,  and  out  of,  said  office  of  Secretary  of  State,  and 
to  desist  from  further  exercising  the  duties  of  said  office,  or  from 
enjoying  the  privileges  and  immunities,  or  from  taking  the  emolu- 
ments thereof;  and  did  then  and  there  remove  the  said  Field  from 
said  office ;  and  did  further  direct,  at  the  same  time  and  place,  by 
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virtue  of  his  authority  as  Grovernor,  the  said  Field  to  deliver  up  to 
the  said  McClernand  the  said  office,  and  all  the  records  and  papers 
appertaining  to  the  same,  together  with  the  Seal  of  State. 
And  the  said  Attorney-Greneral  further  averred  that  Thomas 
Carlin,  then  being  Governor,  did,  by  virtue  of  his  authority  as 
Governor,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  fifth  day  of  April,  1839, 
appoint  John  A.  McClernand,  the  relator,  Secretary  of  State,  and 
did  then  and  there  authorize  the  said  McClernand  to  enter  into 
said  office,  and  to  exercise  the  duties  of  the  same ;  and  which 
appointment  was  then  and  there  accepted  by  said  McClernand ; 
and  afterwards,  on  the  same  day  and  year  aforesaid,  the  said 
McClernand,  so  authorized  as  aforesaid,  did  then  and  there  call 
upon  the  said  Field,  and  request  him  then  and  there  to  deliver  up 
to  him  said  office,  with  all  the  records  and  papers  belonging  thereto, 
and  also  the  Seal  of  State;  which  said  Field  refused  to  do, 
and  still  refuses  to  do,  and  refuses  to  move  out  of  and  from  said 
office,  and  still  continues  to  exercise  the  functions  thereof;  with 
a  replication  and  prayer  of  judgment. 

To  this  replication  there  was  a  demurrer  by  Field,  and  a  join- 
der by  the  Attorney-General. 

After  argument  heard,  the  Court  below  gave  judgment  on  the 
demurrer  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  below,  that  Field,  the  defendant 
below,  be  removed  from  said  office  of  Secretary  of  State.  To 
reverse  this  judgment,  an  appeal  has  been  taken  to  this  Court. 

The  highly  important  question  arising  in  this  cause  was  argued 
at  great  length,  and  with  zeal  and  ability,  at  the  last  July  term  of 
this  Court ;  and  it  is  much  to  be  regretted  that  circumstances 
existed  in  the  case  that  required  an  immediate  decision.  It  was 
the  desire  of  the  Court  to  have  taken  time  to  examine  the  question 
with  more  thoroughness  and  deliberation  than  the  press  of  other 
business,  and  the  shortness  of  the  time,  would  allow.  But  the 
relator  and  the  appellant  were  both  exercising  the  duties  of  the 
office,  and  in  a  few  days  important  elections  were  to  take  place  in 
the  State,  and,  unless  a  decision  was  made,  great  iincertainty  would 
exist  in  the  public  mind  as  to  the  person  to  whom  returns  should 
bo  made,  and  probably  much  public  mischief  would  ensue. 

The  Court,  in  view  of  the  necessity  of  the  case,  came  to  the 
conclusion  (although  they  were  unable  to  accompany  their  decis- 
ion with  their  reasons)  that  a  decision  was  absolutely  necessary  to 
be  made.  In  making  the  decision,  without  giving  the  reasoning  on 
which  it  was  based,  the  majority  of  the  Court  were  fully  aware  that 
they  were  exposing  themselves  to  much  misconstruction  and  misrep- 
resentation ;  but  considerations  of  duty  to  the  public  overweighed 
any  feelings  of  repugnance  that  they  possessed  to  be  thus  subjected 
to  misconstruction  and  abuse.  The  question  presented  by  the 
record  is,  Does  the  Constitution  confer  on  the  Governor  of  this 
State  the  power,  at  his  will  and  pleasure,  to  remove  the  Secretary 


SPRINGFIELD.  153 


Field  V.  The  People. 


of  State  without  any  official  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  Sec- 
retary ? 

In  being  thus  called  on  to  decide  this  question,  the  majority  of 
the  Court  did  not  feel  that  they  were  required  to  decide  a  new 
and  controverted  point.  Two  former  decisions  of  this  Court  had, 
in  our  estimation,  settled  the  question. 

The  Constitution  of  this  State  says,  that," The  Governor  shall 
nominate,  and,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate, 
appoint  a  Secretary  of  State."  It  also  says,  "The  Supreme 
Court,  or  a  majority  of  the  justices  thereof,  the  Circuit  Courts  or 
the  justices  thereof,  shall  respectively  appoint  their  own  clei^ks." 
By  an  act  of  the  legislature,  passed  in  1819,  the  County  Com- 
missioners' Courts  were  authorized  to  appoint  their  clerks.  Now 
if  the  Governor  has  by  implication  the  power  of  removing  the 
Secretary  of  State,  then  the  same  language  used  in  relation  to  the 
Courts  in  the  Constitution  and  law  of  1819  must  also,  by  impli- 
cation, have  conferred  the  power  of  removal  on  the  Courts ;  yet 
this  Court  in  1822,  in  the  case  of  Street  against  the  County  Com- 
missioners of  Gallatin  County,(l)  decided  "that  the  County 
Commissioners'  Court  had  no  power  to  remove  Street  and  appoint 
another  clerk  to  said  Court;"  and  awarded  a  mandamus  to  restore 
Street.  This  decision  received  the  unanimous  sanction  of  the 
Court. 

In  the  case  of  the  People,  on  the  relation  of  Matheny  against 
Mobley,(2)  (decided  in  this  Court  at  the  December  term,  1835), 
the  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Sangamon  County  had  removed 
Matheny  from  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  Court,  and  appointed 
Mobley  to  be  his  successor.  Matheny  filed  his  information,  and, 
upon  the  case  coming  into  this  Court,  it  was  decided,  by  the  con- 
currence of  all  the  justices,  that  the  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Sangamon  County  had  no  power,  at  his  discretion,  to  remove  the 
clerk  of  said  Court,  and  required  that  Matheny  should  be  restored 
to  his  office.  These  cases  are  considered  as  directly  in  point,  and 
as  deciding  the  doctrine,  that  the  appointing  power  has  not,  under 
the  Constitution,  the  power  of  removal  from  office. 

The  case  of  the  People  v.  Mol;)ley  was  ably  argued,  and  at  a 
time  when  no  party  excitement  mingled  in  the  discussion.  Matheny 
had  been  removed  by  a  judge  who  was  highly  esteemed,  both  by 
the  public  and  the  members  of  this  Court,  for  his  sound  learning, 
and  the  purity  of  his  administration  of  justice.  The  decision  was 
made  on  great  deliberation,  and  has  been  universally  acquiesced  in, 
both  by  the  profession  and  the  public.  The  decision  conforms  to 
a  previous  decision  of  this  Court,  made  at  an  early  period  of  our 
judicial  history,  and  is  also  in  perfect  conformity  with  the  repeated 
action  of  the  legislature  in  relation  to  removal  from  office. 

(1)  Breeee,  25.  (2)  1  Scam.,  215. 
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No  good  grounds  were  shown  in  the  argument  of  this  cause,  as 
we  believed,  why  these  cases  should  be  overruled,  and  consequently 
we  feel  ourselves  bound  by  them.  These  clerks  had  a  more 
intimate  official  relation  to  their  respective  Courts,  than  the  Sec- 
retary has  to  the  Governor.  It  is  also  to  be  observed  that  in  each 
of  these  cases  the  whole  of  the  appointing  power  had  concurred 
in  the  removal;  whereas,  in  this  case,  the  Secretary  had  been 
removed  by  the  Governor  alone,  who  is  only  a  part  of  the  appoint- 
ing power.  This  circumstance,  in  our  view,  made  the  case  much 
stronger  against  the  right  of  the  relator  to  the  oltice.  In  addition 
to  the  decisions  above  referred  to,  the  Governor,  during  the  late 
session  of  the  legislature,  had  nominated  the  relator  to  the  Senate, 
to  fill  the  office  of  Secretary  of  State ;  which  body  rejected  the 
nomination,  and,  by  a  vote  of  twenty-two  to  eighteen,  passed  the 
following  resolution,  to  wit:  "That  the  executive  does  not  possess 
the  power  to  nominate  to  the  Senate  a  Secretary  of  State,  except 
in  case  of  a  vacancy  in  that  office,  and  that,  inasmuch  as  the  Sen- 
ate has  not  been  advised  of  any  vacancy  in  that  office,  the  nomi- 
nation of  John  A.  McClernand  be  not  advised  and  consented  to 
by  the  Senate." 

By  this  resolution  of  the  Senate,  we  understand  that  body  to 
have  decided  that  the  Governor  had  no  power  to  remove  the  Sec- 
retary. 

The  Senate,  equally  with  the  Governor,  are  elected  by  the 
people.  The  opinions  of  the  Senators,  consequently,  are  entitled 
to  respectful  consideration. 

These  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court,  the  repeated  acts  of  the 
legislature  in  relation  to  the  power  of  removal,  and  this  decision  of 
the  Senate,  required  the  Court,  as  it  seemed  to  us,  to  decide,  that 
the  Governor  had  not,  by  the  Constitution  of  this  State,  the  power, 
at  his  will  and  pleasure,  to  remove  the  Secretary  of  State ;  and, 
consequently,  judgment  was  rendered  at  the  last  term,  that  the 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  should  be  reversed,  with  costs,  to 
be  paid  by  the  relator. 

If,  in  making  this  decision,  an  error  has  been  committed  by  the 
majority  of  the  Court,  it  is  committed  on  the  safe  side  of  the  ques- 
tion. Had  we  decided  that  the  Governor  possessed  the  power  of 
removal,  the  Court  would,  by  construction,  have  declared  the 
existence  of  a  power  in  the  Governor,  which,  if  erroneously  decided, 
or  if  the  power,  in  the  judgment  of  the  public,  should  be  abused, 
could  only  have  been  remedied  by  the  expensive,  exciting  and 
tedious  process  of  calling  a  convention,  and  altering  the  Constitution. 
But,  as  the  decision  was  made,  the  legislature  can,  at  any  time,  if 
they  deem  it  wise,  confer  the  power  of  removal  on  the  Governor ; 
and  then,  if  injurious  consequences  should  result,  the  legislature 
can  repeal  the  law,  and  remedy  the  evil. 

Having  thus  summarily  given  the  reasons  that  governed  the 
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majority  of  this  Court  in  making  their  decision  at  the  last  term, 
I  will  now  proceed  to  enquire  more  at  large  into  the  correctness 
of  that  decision. 

On  the  argument  of  this  cause,  it  was  contended,  that,  if  the 
Court  decided  that  the  Governor  had  no  power  to  remove  the  Sec- 
retary, then  he  would  hold  his  office  for  life. 

If  this  consequence  flows  from  the  decision,  the  Court  is  not 
responsible  for  it.  But  I  cannot  yield  my  assent  to  the  correctness 
of  the  conclusion.  What  is  a  life  office  ?  I  understand  by  a  life 
office,  an  office  held  during  the  life  of  the  incumbent,  irrespective 
of  qualifications  or  moral  character.  He  holds  the  office,  whether 
he  discharges  its  duties  or  neglects  them,  and  whether  he  acts  hon- 
estly or  corruptly. 

At  common  law,  a  life  office  is  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  and 
the  officer  has  an  estate  in  the  office,  of  which  he  cannot  be 
deprived,  however  useless  the  office  may  be  to  the  public.  If  this 
is  a  correct  description  of  a  life  office,  it  is  not  entitled  to  favor, 
from  any  quarter,  and  receives  none  from  me.  I  am,  however, 
satisfied  that  no  such  office  can  exist  under  our  Constitution. 
The  judges,  whose  terms  of  office  are  the  most  durable  of  any  in 
our  government,  hold  only  during  good  behavior,  and  no  officer 
can  hold  by  a  more  stable  tenure.  By  the  Constitution,  every 
civil  officer  is  liable  to  impeachment  for  any  misdemeanor  in  office, 
and,  on  conviction,  is  removed.  This  provision  at  once  puts  an 
end  to  the  idea  of  a  life  office,  under  our  Constitution.  Where 
the  Constitution  creates  an  office,  and  leaves  the  tenure  undefined 
and  unlimited,  the  officer  holds  during  good  behavior,  until  the 
legislature  by  law  limits  the  tenure  to  a  term  of  years,  or  author- 
izes some  functionary  of  the  government  to  remove  the  officer  at 
will,  or  for  good  cause.  This  power  the  legislature  have  an 
undoubted  right  to  confer. 

The  offices  of  Auditor  of  Public  Accounts  and  Attorney-Gen- 
eral are  both  created  by  the  Constitution,  and  the  tenures  of  these 
officers,  like  that  of  Secretary  of  State,  are  unlimited.  The  legis- 
lature, however,  by  law,  have  limited  the  tenure  of  the  offices  of 
Auditor  and  Attorney-General  to  a  period  of  years. 

Holding  office  during  good  behavior  has  also  been  the  subject 
of  much  declamation,  and  is  by  many  repudiated.  Whether  any 
office  should  be  held  by  this  tenure  is  entirely  a  question  of  expe- 
diency, and  to  be  settled  by  the  framers  of  the  Constitution. 
Before,  however,  thisprinciple,  introduced  into  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  and  most  of  the  Constitutions  of  the  original 
States,  by  the  venerated  patriots  of  the  Revolution,  is  wholly 
rejected  as  anti-republican,  perhaps  a  few  suggestions  and  inquiries 
may  not  be  inappropriate. 

What  is  a  public  office?  Is  it  not  a  public  trust,  created  for 
the  purpose  of  promoting  the  public  good  ?     What  qualities  in  the 
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officer  are  requisite  to  enable  him  properly  to  discharge  his  official 
duties  ?  Are  not  intelligence,  integrity,  faithfulness  and  experi- 
ence essential  ?  In  whom  are  these  combined  qualities  most  likely 
to  be  found, — in  the  novice,  or  in  the  man  of  experience?  in  the 
man  just  come  into  office,  or  the  man  who  has  been  long  enough 
in  office  to  have  gained  a  thorough  knowledge  of  its  duties?  Will, 
then,  the  public  gain  by  clothing  the  executive  with  power  to 
remove  its  officers  at  his  will  and  caprice  ?  By  frequent  changes, 
is  not  the  probability  increased  of  getting  not  only  incompetent, 
but  dishonest  men  in  office?  If  the  officer  is  honest,  faithful  and 
capable,  are  not  all  the  objects  effected  that  were  intended  to  be 
accomplished  by  the  creation  of  the  office?  What  public  good 
can  be  effected  by  the  change  of  such  an  officer?  What  greater 
inducement  can  there  be  to  the  faithful  discharge  of  official  duties 
than  the  knowledge  that  the  incumbent  can  only  lose  his  office  by 
negligently  or  corruptly  discharging  his  duties? 

Perhaps  it  would  not  be  unwise  to  enquire  why,  in  the  early  his- 
tory of  our  country,  when  executive  removals  were  less  frequent 
than  at  present,  we  find  the  duties  of  office  more  diligently  and 
honestly  discharged  ?  And  why  so  rarely  defalcations  occurred  ? 
And  why,  since  offices  have  been  held  at  the  caprice  of  some 
functionary  of  the  government,  such  wide-spread  corruption  should 
have  become  so  prevalent  among  public  officers  as  nearly  to  bank- 
rupt the  treasury  of  the  nation? 

It  would  be  well,  also,  to  enquire  whether,  when  the  tenure  of 
office  is  very  short,  or  it  is  at  the  will  and  caprice  of  another, 
men  of  competent  talents,  independence  and  integrity  are  likely 
to  accept  office?  Whether  the  officer  ought  to  hold  his  living 
upon  the  tenure  of  sacrificing  his  principles  and  opinions  at  the 
nod  of  another  person  ?  And  whether  this  would  not  be  making 
our  public  officers  the  sycophantic  and  corrupt  tools  of  power, 
rather  than  the  faithful  and  useful  servants  of  the  people  ? 

Would  not,  then,  the  public  interests  be  best  promoted  by  con- 
tinuing faithful  public  servants  in  office,  and  by  providing,  at  the 
same  time,  by  judicious  legal  enactments,  for  the  punishment  and 
removal  of  the  unfaithful  and  corrupt  ?  It  is  not  the  province  of 
the  judge  to  answer  these  questions  ;  but  they  are  commended  to 
the  serious  consideration  of  those  whose  duty  it  is  to  devise  wise 
measures  to  promote  the  public  prosperity  and  happiness.  Should 
it  be  said  that  holding  office  during  good  behavior  is  essentially 
holding  office  for  life,  I  answer,  that  this  result  can  only  take  place 
on  condition  that  the  officer  faithfully  and  honestly  performs 
his  duty ;  and  if  the  duties  of  the  office  are  well  performed,  who 
is  injured?  Does  the  public  service  sustain  any  detriment  ? 
But,  if  it  is  wrong  on  principle  to  hold  office  during  good 
behavior,  on  whom  does  the  blame  rest?  Surely  not  on  the 
Court,  whose  only   province   is,    to  declare   what  the   Constitu- 
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tioii  or  law  is  without  the  power  to  make  either,  or  declare  what 
either  should  be. 

The  Constitution,  by  leaving  the  offices  of  Secretary,  Auditor 
and  Attorney-General  without  limiting  their  tenure,  has  left  it  a 
question  of  expediency  for  the  legislature  to  determine  by  law  for 
what  length  of  time  these  officers  shall  continue  in  office;  for  what 
misconduct  during  their  continuance  in  office  they  shall  forfeit 
their  offices,  and  what  officers  or  tribunal  shall  determine  when 
the  forfeiture  has  occurred.  On  this  principle  the  first  legislature 
passed  laws  declaring  that  justices  of  the  peace  and  notaries  public 
should  hold  their  offices  during  good  behavior,  and  the  latter 
officers  still  hold  by  that  tenure. 

By  one  of  these  statutes  justices  of  the  peace  could  only  be 
removed  by  impeachment  before  the  Senate.  But  to  return  to 
the  question  before  the  Court,  whether  the  Constitution  of  this 
State  confers  on  the  Governor  the  power  of  removing  the  Secre- 
tary of  State  at  his  will  and  pleasure.  If  this  power  exists,  it 
must  be  found  in  one  of  the  following  clauses  of  the  Constitution, 
to  wit :  "  The  executive  power  of  this  State  shall  be  vested  in  a 
Governor."  "  He  may  require  information  in  writing  from  the 
officers  in  the  executive  department,  upon  any  subject  relating  to 
the  duties  of  their  respective  offices,  and  shall  take  care  that  the 
laws  be  faithfully  executed."  "  The  Governor  shall  nominate, 
and,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  appoint  a 
Secretary  of  State,  who  shall  keep  a  fair  register  of  the  official 
acts  of  the  Governor,  and,  when  required,  shall  lay  the  same,  and 
all  papers,  minutes  and  vouchers  relative  thereto,  before  either 
branch  of  the  General  Assembly,  and  shall  perform  such  other 
duties  as  shall  be  assigned  him  by  law."  It  will  be  readily  con- 
ceded by  all,  that  in  none  of  these  provisions  of  the  Constitution 
is  the  power  of  removal  expressly  conferred  on  the  Governor.  I 
will,  therefore,  examine  each  of  these  clauses  of  the  Constitution 
separately,  to  ascertain  if,  by  any  fair  construction,  the  power  of 
removal  can  be  inferred  from  any  of  them. 

And,  first.  Is  the  power  of  removal  conferred  on  the  Governor 
by  the  clause  vesting  the  executive  power  in  the  Governor  ?  It 
was  insisted,  on  the  argument,  that  appointment  to  office,  and 
removal  from  office  were  executive  functions ;  and  that  the  power 
of  removal  was  conferred,  by  this  provision,  on  the  Governor. 
Before,  however,  any  such  construction  can  be  given  to  this 
clause  it  will  be  necessary  to  look  further  into  the  Constitution, 
and  ascertain  what  other  principles  it  contains  that  may  be  affected 
by  the  construction.  The  Constitution  authorizes  the  Supreme 
and  inferior  Courts  to  appoint  their  own  clerks  ;  and  authorizes  the 
two  houses  of  the  General  Assembly  to  appoint  the  judges  of  the 
Supreme  and  inferior  Courts,  the  Treasurer,  Auditor  of  Public 
Accounts,  Attorney-General,  Public  Printer,  and  such  other  offi- 
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cers  for  the  State  as  may  be  necessary.  The  legishiture,  under 
this  clause,  authorizes  them  to  appoint  "  such  other  officers  for  the 
State  as  may  be  necessary,"  have  passed  from  time  to  time  laws 
authorizing  the  two  houses  of  the  General  Assembly  to  appoint 
State's  Attorneys,  Commissioners  to  construct  the  Illinois  and 
Michigan  canal,  Fund  Commissioners,  Commissioners  for  Internal 
Improvements,  and  a  great  variety  of  other  commissioners  for 
temporary  and  local  purposes.  The  legislature,  also,  by  giving  a 
broad  construction  to  the  latter  clause  of  the  twenty-second  section 
of  the  third  article,  which  is  as  follows :  "  Inspectors,  collectors 
and  their  deputies,  surveyors  of  the  highways,  constables,  jailors, 
and  such  inferior  officers  whose  jurisdiction  may  be  confined 
within  the  limits  of  the  county,  shall  be  appointed  in  such  manner 
as  the  General  Assembly  shall  prescribe,"  have  passed  laws  author-' 
izing  the  people  periodically  to  elect  county  commissioners,  clerks, 
recorders,  surveyors,  treasurers  of  counties  and  probate  justices. 
Within  the  last  six  years  the  Governor  has  been  stripped  of  the 
whole  appointing  power,  with  the  exception  of  the  Secretary  of 
State,  notaries  public,  and  perhaps  a  few  other  officers  of  little  or 
no  importance. 

The  Constitution  also  authorizes  the  people,  periodically,  to 
elect  sheriffs,  coroners  and  county  commissioners.  Now,  while  I 
willingly  agree  that  appointment  to  office  is  in  its  nature  an  execu- 
tive rather  than  a  legislative  or  judicial  function,  and  it  perhaps 
would  have  been  wise  had  the  Convention  so  considered  the  sub- 
ject and  conferred  the  whole  appointing  power  upon  the  executive, 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  yet  a  careful  examina- 
tion of  the  various  provisions  of  the  Constitution  in  relation  to  the 
power  of  appointing  the  officers  of  government  must  lead  to  any 
other  conclusion  than  that  the  Convention  considered  the  appoint- 
ing power  an  executive  function. 

The  Constitution  gives  the  appointment  of  the  most  important 
of  the  local  officers  to  the  people  ;  and  the  legislature,  to  carry  out 
what  they  believed  the  intention  of  the  framers  of  the  Constitution, 
have  passed  laws  giving  the  appointment  of  nearly  all  the  inferior 
officers  either  to  the  people  or  to  the  two  houses  of  the  General 
Assembly.  On  two  occasions  the  Council  of  Revision  attempted 
to  sustain  the  doctrine  that  appointment  to  office  was  an  executive 
function,  and  ought  not  to  be  exercised  by  the  two  houses ;  but 
the  views  of  the  Council  were  not  finally  concurred  in  by  the  legis- 
lature ;  and  the  Council  have,  since,  repeatedly  given  their  sanction 
to  the  passage  of  laws  authorizing  the  two  branches  of  the  legis- 
lature and  the  people  to  appoint  public  officers.  After  the  Gov- 
ernor and  the  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  as  members  of  the 
Council  of  Revision,  and  the  legislative  body  have  frequently  and 
at  different  sessions  passed  laws  in  conflict  with  the  doctrine  that 
the  appointing  to  office  is  an  executive  function,  it  would  be 
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absurd,  whatever  our  theoretical  opinions  may  be,  any  longer  to 
consider,  under  our  Constitution,  and  the  legislation  under  it,  that 
appointment  to  office  is,  in  practice,  an  executive  function. 

But,  were  I  still  disposed  to  insist  that  apppointment  to  office  is 
an  executive  function,  it  by  no  means  follows,  that,  under  our 
Constitution,  removal  from  office  is  also  an  executive  function. 
Although  the  power  of  the  President  to  remove  from  office,  under 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  has  been  the  generally 
received  doctrine,  yet  I  might  cite  distinguished  names  in  favor  of 
the  doctrine  that  removal  from  office,  during  the  period  for  which 
the  officer  was  appointed,  cau  only  take  place  in  pursuance  of 
authority  conferred  by  law.  Whether  this  doctrine  be  correct  or 
not,  it  is  not  my  present  purpose  to  enquire ;  but  I  shall  attempt 
to  show  that  removal  from  office  is  not,  under  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  this  State,  an  executive  function.  If  it  be  an  execu- 
tive function,  it  follows  that  the  Governor,  at  his  will  and  caprice, 
and  without  any  official  delinquency  on  the  part  of  the  officer,  has 
the  power  to  remove  ever}?-  officer  in  the  government,  except 
judges,  from  Secretary  of  State  down  to  constable.  It  must  be 
here  recollected  that  this  power  is  nowhere  expressly  given  to  the 
Governor,  and,  that  if  it  exists,  it  is  only  by  inferring  that  the 
Convention  intended  to  vest  it  in  him  by  conferring  on  him  the 
executive  power.  Can  it  then,  for  a  moment,  be  supposed  that 
the  Convention  intended  to  vest  in  the  Governor  a  power,  which, 
if  exercised,  would  completely  enable  him  to  defeat  the  will  of  the 
legislature,  and  of  the  people,  in  the  appointment  of  nearly  all  the 
officers  of  the  government?  To  suppose  that  the  Convention 
could  be  guilty  of  so  great  a  piece  of  folly  is  to  accuse  that  body 
of  a  want  of  discernment.  I  am  not  willing  to  admit  that  it 
deserves  such  an  accusation.  It  certainly  could  not  have  been  the 
intention  of  its  members  to  clothe  the  Governor  with  power  to 
defeat  the  constitutional  authority  of  the  legislature  and  the  people, 
in  making  appointments  to  office.  It  was  urged,  on  the  argument, 
that  the  Convention  did  not  indulge,  in  any  manner,  a  jealousy 
that  the  Governor  would  abuse  the  power  conferred  on  him,  but 
that  its  members  reposed  a  liberal  confidence  in  him,  and  were 
willing  to  see  him  vested  with  all  the  ordinary  executive  functions. 

This  argument,  however,  does  not  accord  with  the  fact  that 
nearly  all  the  appointing  power  is  conferred  either  on  the  people 
or  on  other  departments  of  the  government. 

Executive  powers  and  prerogatives  have  for  ages  been  viewed 
with  distrust,  and,  in  most  of  the  State  Constitutions,  as  few  powers 
are  conferred  on  the  Governors  of  the  several  States  as  the  nature 
of  the  executive  office  would  permit.  From  these  considerations 
I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Governor  does  not  possess 
the  power  to  remove  the  Secretary  of  State,  under  the  grant  of 
executive  power. 
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Secondly.  Does  the  Governor  possess  the  power  of  removal 
under  that  clause  of  the  Constitution  authorizing  him  to  call  "on 
the  officers  in  the  executive  department  for  information  in  writing 
upon  any  subject  relating  to  the  duties  of  their  respective 
offices?"  The  Constitution  does  not  designate  what  officers 
belong  to  the  executive  department,  but  the  general  understanding 
is  that  the  Secretary  of  State,  Auditor  of  Public  Accounts,  Treas- 
urer and  Attorney -General  are  the  officers  contemplated. 

The  same  objection  exists  to  the  power  of  removal,  as  one 
incident  to  the  right  to  call  for  information,  as  lies  in  the  case  of 
claiming  the  power  under  the  clause  giving  the  executive  authority 
to  the  Governor.  The  power  to  remove  would  cover  too  much 
ground.  It  would  enable  the  Governor  to  defeat,  at  his  will,  sev- 
eral appointments  made  by  the  General  Assembly.  Nor  is  it 
necessary,  as  the  former  action  of  the  government  proves  that  tlie 
Governor  should  possess  this  power  in  order  to  compel  these 
officers  to  perform  this  duty.  Should  either  of  these  officers  refuse 
to  furnish  the  Governor  with  any  information  that  he  may  desire, 
and  which  it  is  their  duty  to  give,  he  may  be  impeached,  and, 
should  future  experience  prove  that  this  fear  of  impeachment  is 
inadequate  to  produce  a  compliance  on  their  part,  the  legislature 
can  always  be  invoked  to  provide  such  additional  remedies  as  shall 
produce  the  requisite  fidelity. 

Thirdly.  Does  that  provision  of  the  Constitution,  which 
requires  that  the  Governor  "shall  take  care  that  the  laws  be  faith- 
fully executed,"  empower  him  to  remove  the  Secretary,  or  any 
other  officer,  at  his  will  and  pleasure?  If,  as  has  been  shown 
before,  the  Governor  possesses  the  power  of  removal  under  this 
provision,  then  he  may,  not  only  remove  the  Secretary  of  State, 
but  every  other  officer  in  the  State,  except  judges.  For  the  rea- 
sons heretofote  given,  no  such  power  can  be  implied  in  this  case. 
Nor  is  it  necessary  that  the  Governor  should  have  this  power  in 
order  to  enable  him  to  comply  with  this  injunction  of  the  Consti- 
tution. All  that  the  Constitution  contemplates  is  that  the  Gov- 
ernor shall  exercise  a  general  oversight  over  the  operations  of  the 
laws,  and  use  such  means,  as  the  laws  have  placed  in  his  hands,  to 
overcome  opposition,  and  remove  obstacles  to  their  due  enforce- 
ment. If  the  laws  be  defective,  or  inefficient,  it  would  doubtless 
be  his  duty  to  inform  the  legislature  of  such  defects,  and  point  out 
proper  remedies.  If  the  laws  be  opposed  by  force,  it  would  be 
his  duty,  as  the  chief  executive  of  the  State,  to  call  out  the  militia 
to  aid  the  civil  officer  to  put  down  such  opposition.  If  a  crime 
be  committed,  and  the  perpetrator  escape  into  another  State  or 
country,  it  would  be  his  duty  to  demand  of  the  executive  of  the 
State  where  the  fugitive  had  fled  that  he  be  delivered  up  to  the 
courts  of  this  State  for  trial.  Should  a  flagrant  crime  be  secretly 
committed,  he  may,  by  proclamation,  give  notice  of  the  fact,  and 
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offer  a  reward  for  the  discovery  of  the  perpetrator,  and  for  his 
apprehension.  In  these  and  simihir  ways,  I  think  the  Governor 
will  find  full  scope  for  his  vigilance,  in  taking  "  care  that  the  laws 
be  faithfully  executed."  Should  the  Secretary,  or  any  other  officer, 
neglect  or  refuse  to  perform  his  duty,  the  laws  possess  sufficient 
energy  to  compel  compliance,  without  resorting  to  the  power  of 
removal.  If  the  Secretary  refuses,  or  neglects,  to  perform  any 
official  duty,  he  may  be  impeached.  He  may  also  be  compelled 
to  perform  the  duty  by  mcmdamus.  If  he,  or  any  other  officer, 
act  partially  or  oppressively,  from  a  malicious  or  corrupt  motive, 
it  is  a  fundamental  principle  of  our  government,  that  he  may  be 
punished  by  a  criminal  prosecution. (1)  The  sheriffs  of  the  dif- 
ferent counties  have  more  duties  to  perform  in  relation  to  the  exe- 
cution of  the  laws  than  all  the  other  officers  in  the  State ;  yet  the 
present  laws  are  abundantly  sufficient  to  coerce  these  officers  to  a 
faithful  discharge  of  their  duties.  For  malfeasance,  oppression, 
partiality  in  the  discharge  of  their  duties,  or  for  any  palpable 
omission  of  duty,  they  are  liable  to  be  indicted,  and,  on  convic- 
tion, to  be  removed  from  office.  In  addition  to  this,  a  party 
injured  has  a  civil  action,  and  for  many  neglects  of  duty  the  courts 
of  record  have  power  to  imprison  them  for  contempt.  I  therefore 
conclude  that  it  is  not  necessary,  to  enable  the  Governor  to  take 
care  that  the  laws  be  faithfully  executed,  that  he  should  possess 
the  royal  prerogative  to  remove  the  Secretary,  or  any  other  offi- 
cer. If,  however,  as  I  have  before  observed,  the  present  laws  are 
inefficient,  it  will  be  within  the  scope  of  legislative  competency  to 
provide  other  means  to  secure  the  faithful  performance  of  official 
duties.  Should  the  legislature  deem  it  wise  to  vest  this  power  in 
the  Governor,  they  have  the  right  so  to  do ;  and  if  the  Governor 
is  to  have  this  power,  it  is  much  better  that  it  should  be  by  legis- 
lative grant  than  by  the  Constitution. 

Fourthly.  Does  the  Governor  possess  the  power  to  remove  the 
Secretary,  in  virtue  of  the  clause  of  the  Constitution  which  gives 
him,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  power  to 
appoint  a  Secretary  of  State  ?  If  the  power  exists,  I  am  willing 
to  admit,  that  in  this  clause  it  is  found.  Yet,  upon  a  much  more 
mature  consideration  of  the  subject  than  I  was  able  to  bestow 
upon  the  question  when  the  decision  was  made,  I  continue  of 
opinion,  that  the  Governor,  according  to  the  settled  usage  and 
practical  construction  of  our  Constitution,  does  not  possess  the 
power  of  removal  under  this  provision  of  the  Constitution.  A 
question  in  relation  to  the  power  of  the  President  to  remove  from 
office  was  elaborately  discussed  in  the  first  Congress  that  was  held 
after  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  a 
great    variety   of   conflicting  opinions   was    advanced    by    the 

(Ij  15  Wend.,  278. 
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sages  and  patriots  who  composed  that  body.  The  debate  arose 
on  a  bill  "for  establishing  an  executive  department,  to  be  denomi- 
nated the  '  department  of  foreign  affairs.'  "(1)  That  act,  among 
other  things,  provides,  that  the  Secretary,  to  be  appointed 
under  it,  "  shall  perform  and  execute  such  duties,  as  shall,  from 
time  to  time,  be  enjoined  on,  or  intrusted  to  him,  by  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  agreeable  to  the  Constitution,  relative  to 
correspondencies,  commissions  or  instructions  to,  or  with,  public 
ministers  or  consuls  from  the  United  States ;  or  to  negotiations 
with  public  ministers  from  foreign  States  or  princes ;  or  to  memo- 
rials, or  other  applications,  from  foreign  public  ministers,  or  other 
foreigners ;  or  to  such  other  matters  respecting  foreign  affairs  as 
the  President  of  the  United  States  shall  assign  to  said  department ; 
and  furthermore,  that  said  principal  officer  shall  conduct  the  busi- 
ness of  the  said  department  in  such  manner  as  the  President  of  the 
United  states  shall,  from  time  to  time,  order  or  instruct."  By  the 
second  section  of  this  act,  a  chief  clerk  is  to  be  appointed,  "  who, 
whenever  the  said  principal  officer  shall  be  removed  from  office, 
by  the  President  of  the  United  States,"  shall  have  charge  of  the 
office,  &c. 

It  is  apparent,  from  this  law,  that  the  officer  created  by  it  was 
the  mere  instrument  or  agent  of  the  President,  and  to  perform 
whatever  duties  the  President  directed,  in  relation  to  our  foreign 
affairs.  The  Secretary  was,  as  one  of  the  leading  members  of  that 
Congress  expressed  it,  "  as  much  an  instrument  in  the  hands  of 
the  President,  as  the  pen  is  the  instrument  of  the  Secretary  in  cor- 
responding with  foreign  courts."  Notwithstanding  the  officer  ere-  ' 
ated  by  this  act  was  made  the  agent  of  the  President,  and  had  no 
duties  assigned  him,  either  in  the  Constitution  or  law,  except  to 
obey  the  will  of  the  President,  yet  a  protracted  debate  ensued 
upon  the  question  whether  the  President  had  the  power,  by  the 
Constitution,  to  remove  this  officer,  whose  whole  duties  he  con- 
trolled, and  for  whose  fidelity  he  was  responsible  to  the  country. 

After  an  attentive  perusal  of  that  debate,  my  mind  is  left  in 
doubt,  whether  a  majority  of  the  House  of  Representatives  were 
of  opinion  that  the  President  possessed  the  power  of  removal, 
under  the  Constitution,  or  whether,  as  the  power  of  removal  was 
not  expressly  granted  by  the  Constitution,  it  was  not  a  power 
depending  on  the  will  of  Congress,  whether  it  should  be  granted 
or  not. 

Mr.  Sedgwick,  a  distinguished  member  from  Massachusetts, 
and  who  voted  for  the  passage  of  the  bill,  says,  "  If  I  understand 
the  subject  rightly,  there  seems  to  be  two  opinions  dividing  the 
majority  of  this  house.  Some  of  these  gentlemen  seem  to  sup- 
pose, that  by  the  Constitution,  and  by  implication,  and  certain 

(1)  1  Story's  Laws,  5. 
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deduction  from  the  principles  of  the  Constitution,  the  power  vests 
in  the  President.  Others  think  that  it  is  a  matter  of  legislative 
determination,  and  that  they  must  give  it  to  the  President,  on  the 
principles  of  the  Constitution."(l)  Mr.  Sedgwick  further  said, 
"  he  believed  there  were  a  thousand  circumstances  which  would 
demand  a  removal  from  office,  of  which  the  President  alone  could 
be  the  proper  judge  ;  therefore,  the  President  alone  ought  to  pos- 
sess the  power.  He  excluded  cases  of  impeachment ;  but  he 
thought  it  was  in  the  discretion  of  the  legislature  to  authorize  the 
exercise  of  it,  because  they  had  complete  power  over  the  officers 
they  created.  Hence,  he  deemed  it  necessary  to  make  an  express 
grant  of  the  power  of  removal ;  but  strike  out  these  words,  and 
there  is  no  express  grant  in  the  bill.  Now  if  he  was  right  in  his 
construction,  it  became  necessary  to  retain  the  words ;  they  could 
do  no  harm,  for  reasons  before  mentioned,  and  they  stand  very 
well  with  the  amendment  already  agreed  to,  to  wit,  '  whenever 
the  said  principal  officer  shall  be  removed  from  office  by  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States.'  If  he  erred  in  judgment,  no  injury 
could  arise  from  the  error.  But  if  other  gentlemen  err  in  their 
construction,  we  have  a  weak  decrepid  explanation,  which  the 
President  may  not  easily  understand.  For  if  he  supposes  the 
Constitution  totally  silent,  he  can  hardly  draw  authority  from  your 
law ;  and  he  will  be  reduced  to  the  dilemma  of  acting  in  the  man- 
ner related  of  the  late  Governor  of  Yirginia,  by  an  honorable  gen- 
tleman from  that  State  (Mr.  White),  which  is  by  no  means  to  be 
wished."  These  remarks  of  Mr.  Sedgwick  were  made  in  oppo- 
sition to  a  motion  to  strike  out  the  words,  "  to  be  removable 
by  the  President,"  which  were  contained  in  the  bill,  as  originally 
presented  to  the  house.  The  motion  to  strike  out,  however,  pre- 
vailed. Mr.  Hartly,  who  also  voted  for  the  bill,  as  it  finally  passed, 
says,  that  he  "  was  against  striking  out,  and  so  would  every  gen- 
tleman be,  he  trusted,  who  was  not  fully  convinced  that  the  power 
of  removal  vested  by  the  Constitution  in  the  President.  He 
owned  he  had  some  doubts  on  that  head  himself ;  perhaps  some 
others  might  be  in  the  same  predicament ;  but  he  had  none,  with 
respect  to  the  propriety  of  the  President's  exercising  that  preroga- 
tive, and  therefore  should  readily  consent  to  granting  it;  this 
might  be  done  by  retaining  the  words,  and  without  going  beyond 
the  avowed  limits  of  the  legislative  authority."(2) 

Mr.  Lawrence,  who  also  voted  for  the  bill  on  its  passage,  and 
took  an  active  part  in  the  debate,  concluded  his  speech  in  these 
words:  "In  the  case  of  removal  the  Constitution  is  silent;  the 
wisdom  of  the  legislature  should,  therefore,  declare  in  what  place 
the  power  resides."(3) 

Mr.  Baldwin,  of  Georgia,  says,  "  I  say  it  is  not  a  natural  con- 

(1)  2  Lloyd's  Coug.  Eeg.,  5, 9.  (2)  Ibid.,  12.  (3)  4  Elliott's  Debates,  168. 
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sequence,  that  the  power  which  appoints  should  have  the  power 
of  reraoval."(l)  Thus  we  find,  that  several  members  of  distinc- 
tion expressed,  in  debate,  strong  doubts  whether  the  President 
had,  under  the  Constitution,  power  to  remove  an  officer,  whose 
duties  were  to  be  assigned  and  regulated  by  the  President  himself; 
and  yet  several  of  these  same  members  voted  for  the  passage  of  a 
law,  implying  that  the  President,  by  the  Constitution,  had  the 
power  of  removal.  This  act  passed  the  House  of  Representatives 
by  a  vote  of  twenty-nine  in  the  affirmative  and  twenty-two  in  the 
negative ;  and  it  passed  the  Senate  by  an  equal  division  of  that 
body,  the  elder  Adams,  then  being  Vice-President,  giving  the 
casting  vote  in  its  favor.  This  decision  of  Congress  has  been 
strongly  urged  upon  this  Court  as  settling,  not  only  the  construc- 
tion of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  but  of  this  State. 
This  position  I  can  not  assent  to.  Legislative  construction,  although 
entitled  to  great  respect,  is  not  binding  upon  courts.  No  doubt 
this  decision  of  Congress,  followed  by  the  practice  of  the  federal 
government,  for  a  long  time  in  unison  with  it,  would  furnish  to 
the  courts  of  the  Union  strong  reasons  for  adopting  it  as  the  cor- 
rect construction  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States ;  but 
when  this  Court  is  asked  to  adopt  the  same  decision,  as  a  correct 
construction  of  the  Constitution  of  this  State,  it  becomes  the 
duty  of  this  Court  to  enquire,  whether  the  reasons  for  that  decision 
were  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  include  the  .case  on  which  we 
are  called  to  decide.  The  debate  that  arose  while  that  bill  was 
pending  before  Congress  furnishes  the  reasons  and  opinions  of 
the  members ;  and,  from  that  debate,  I  think  great  uncertainty 
exists,  whether  a  majority  of  Congress  entertained  the  opinion, 
that  the  President  possesses  the  power  of  removal  under  the  Con- 
stitution ;  and  hence,  I  conclude,  it  is  not  a  precedent  that  ought 
to  govern  this  Court.  But,  had  this  Court  come  to  the  conclusion, 
that  the  passage  of  this  act  of  Congress  was  a  strong  precedent  in 
favor  of  the  doctrine  that  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
confers  on  the  President  the  power  of  removal,  it  would  still 
be  our  duty  to  decide,  whether  the  Grovernor  has  that  same 
power,  and  if  so,  in  what  clause  of  the  Constitution  this  power  is 
contained. 

On  this  point,  the  debates  in  Congress,  in  1789,  and  the  opinions 
of  distinguished  commentators,  would  be  a  very  uncertain  guide, 
as  I  shall  now  proceed  to  show. 

The  Federalist  is  a  work  universally  recognized  as  a  production 
of  great  merit  and  much  relied  on,  both  by  legislators  and  judges, 
to  settle  the  true  construction  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  It  was  written  by  Madison,  Hamilton  and  Jay, 
for  the  express  purpose  of   inducing  the  people  of  the  United 

(1)  4  Elliott's  Debates,  205. 
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States  to  adopt  the  Constitution.  In  the  77th  number  of  that 
work,  the  author  says,  that  "  It  has  been  mentioned,  as  one  of  the 
advantages  to  be  expected  from  the  cooperation  of  the  Senate 
in  the  business  of  appointments,  that  it  would  contribute  to  the 
stability  of  the  administration.  The  consent  of  that  body  would 
be  necessary  to  displace,  as  well  as  appoint.  A  change  of  the 
chief  magistrate,  therefore,  would  not  occasion  so  violent  or  so 
great  a  revolution,  in  the  offices  of  the  government,  as  might  be 
expected,  if  he  were  the  sole  disposer  of  offices.  Where  a  man, 
in  any  station,  h-ad  given  satisfactory  evidence  of  his  fitness  for  it, 
a  new  President  would  be  restrained  from  attempting  a  change  in 
favor  of  a  person  more  agreeable  to  him,  by  the  apprehension  that 
the  discountenance  of  the  Senate  might  frustrate  the  attempt,  and 
bring  some  degree  of  discredit  on  himself.  Those  who  can  best 
estimate  the  value  of  a  steady  administration  will  be  most  dis- 
posed to  prize  a  provision,  which  connects  the  official  existence  of 
public  men  with  the  approbation  or  disapprobation  of  that  body, 
which,  from  the  greater  permanency  of  its  own  composition,  will, 
in  all  probability,  be  less  subject  to  inconsistency,  than  any  other 
member  of  the  government." 

The  number  of  the  Federalist,  from  which  the  above  extract  is 
taken,  is  generally  supposed  to  have  been  written  by  General 
Hamilton. 

This  great  statesman,  it  is  well  known,  was  in  favor  of  a  strong 
national  government,  and  his  political  opponents  have  gone  so  far 
as  to  charge  him  with  being  a  great  admirer  of  monarchy,  with  all 
its  attendant  trappings  and  prerogatives.  Yet,  desirous  as  he 
undoubtedly  was,  of  an  efficient  and  powerful  chief  magistrate,  he 
was  clearly  and  decidedly  of  opinion  that  the  President  did  not 
possess  the  royal  prerogative  of  removal  from  office. 

This  statesman  well  knew,  if  the  American  people  should 
believe  that  the  Constitution  conferred  this  enormous  power  on  the 
President — a  power,  which,  in  Great  Britain,  enables  the  monarch 
to  control  the  Parliament  of  that  immense  Empire  at  his  will — that 
they  would  reject  the  Constitution  proposed  for  their  adoption. 
The  opinion,  therefore,  expressed  in  the  Federalist,  that  the  'Presi- 
dent alone  does  not  possess  the  power  of  removal,  is  entitled  to 
the  more  weight,  coming,  as  it  does,  from  General  Hamilton  ;  who, 
I  have  no  doubt,  was  not  only  a  sincere  patriot,  but  an  eminent 
statesman,  and  a  profound  lawyer. 

Judge  Story,  in  his  abridged  "  Commentaries  on  the  Constitu- 
tion,"(l)  asks  these  questions,  "  To  whom,  in  the  absence  of  legis- 
lation, does  the  power  of  removal  belong  ?  To  the  appointing 
power,  or  to  the  executive?     To  the  President  and  Senate,  who 

(1)  p.  568.  See  also  3  Story's  Com.,  388  and  following  pages,  where  the  same 
subject  is  discussed  more  at  large,   and  fi'om  which  I  have   also  taken  a  short  extract. 
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have  concurred  in  the  appointment,  or  in  the  President  alone?" 
In  answering  these  questions,  he  has  discussed  both  sides,  with 
great  power  and  ability.  In  order  that  no  injustice  may  be  done 
this  able  and  enlightened  judge,  I  shall  quote  all  he  saj'^s  on  the 
subject,  in  his  abridged  work.  "  This  subject,"  he  says,  "  is  a 
vastly  important  practical  question,  and,  in  an  early  stage  of  the 
government,  underwent  a  most  elaborate  discussion.  The  language 
of  the  Constitution  is,  that  the  President  'shall  nominate,  and, 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  appoint,  &c.' 
The  power  to  nominate  does  not  naturally  or  necessarily  include  the 
power  to  remove ;  and,  if  the  power  to  appoint  does  include  i^,  then 
the  latter  belongs  conjointly  to  the  executive  and  the  Senate.  In 
short,  under  such  circumstances,  the  removal  takes  place  in  virtue 
of  the  new  appointment,  by  mere  operation  of  law.  It  results, 
and  is  not  separable,  from  the  appointment  itself"  "  This 
was  the  doctrine  maintained  with  great  earnestness  by  the  Feder- 
alist ;  and  it  had  a  most  material  tendency  to  quiet  the  just  alarms 
of  the  overwhelming  influence,  and  arbitrary  exercise  of  this  pre- 
rogative of  the  executive,  which  might  prove  fatal  to  the  personal 
independence  and  freedom  of  opinion  of  public  officers,  as  well  as 
to  the  public  liberties  of  the  country.  Indeed,  it  is  utterly  impos- 
sible not  to  feel,  that,  if  this  unlimited  power  of  removal  does 
exist,  it  may  be  made,  in  the  hands  of  a  bold  and  designing  man, 
of  high  ambition  and  feeble  principles,  an  instrument  of  the  worst 
oppression  and  most  vindictive  vengeance.  Even  in  monarchies, 
while  the  councils  of  State  are  subject  to  perpetual  fluctuations 
and  changes,  the  ordinary  officers  of  the  government  are  permit- 
ted to  remain  in  the  silent  possession  of  their  offices,  undisturbed 
by  the  policy  or  the  passions  of  the  favorites  of  the  court.  But, 
in  a  republic,  where  freedom  of  opinion  and  action  are  guarantied 
by  the  very  first  principles  of  the  government,  if  a  successful  party 
may  first  elevate  their  candidate  to  office,  and  then  make  him 
the  instrument  of  their  resentments,  or  their  mercenary  bargains ; 
if  men  may  be  made  spies  upon  the  actions  of  their  neighbors,  to 
displace  them  from  office ;  or,  if  fawning  sycophants  upon  the 
popular  leader  of  the  day  may  gain  his  patronage,  to  the  exclusion 
of  worthier  and  abler  men,  it  is  most  manifest  that  the  elections 
will  be  corrupted  at  the  very  source,  and  those  who  seek  office  will 
have  every  motive  to  delude  and  deceive  the  people.  It  was  not, 
therefore,  without  reason  that  in  the  animated  discussion  already 
alluded  to,  it  was  urged,  that  the  power  of  removal  was  incident  to 
the  power  of  appointment;  that  it  would  be  a  most  unjustifiable 
construction  of  the  Constitution,  and  of  its  implied  powers,  to 
hold  otherwise.  That  such  a  prerogative,  in  the  executive,  was, 
in  its  own  nature,  monarchical  and  arbitrary,  and  eminently  dan- 
gerous to  the  best  interests  as  well  as  to  the  liberties  of  the  country. 
It  would  convert  all  the  officers  in  the  countiy  into  the  mere  tools 
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and  creatures  of  the  President.  A  dependence  so  servile,  on 
one  individual,  would  deter  men  of  higli  and  honorable  rainds 
from  engaging  in  the  public  service.  And  if,  contrary  to  expecta- 
tion, such  men  should  be  brought  into  office,  they  would  be  reduced 
to  the  necessity  of  sacrificing  every  principle  of  independence 
to  the  will  of  the  chief  magistrate,  or  of  exposing  themselves  to 
the  disgrace  of  being  removed  from  office ;  and  that,  too,  at  a  time 
when  it  might  no  longer  be  in  their  power  to  engage  in  other  pur- 
suits. 

"  On  the  other  hand,  those  who,  after  the  adoption  of  the  Con- 
stitution, held  the  doctrine  (for  before  that  period,  it  never  appears 
to  have  been  avowed  by  any  of  its  friends,  although  it  was 
urged  by  its  opponents,  as  a  reason  for  rejecting  it,)  that  the  power 
of  removal  belonged  to  the  President,  argued,  that  it  resulted 
from  the  nature  of  the  power,  and  the  convenience  and  even 
necessity,  of  its  exercise. 

"  It  was  clearly  in  its  nature  a  part  of  the  executive  power,  and 
was  indispensible  for  a  due  execution  of  the  laws,  and  a  regular 
administration  of  the  public  affairs.  What  would  become  of  the 
public  interests,  if,  during  the  recess  of  the  Senate,  the  President 
could  not  remove  an  unfaithful  public  officer?  If  he  could  not 
displace  a  corrupt  ambassador  or  head  of  department,  or  other 
officer  engaged  in  the  finances  or  expenditures  of  the  government  ? 
If  the  executive,  to  prevent  a  non-execution  of  the  laws,  or  a 
non-performance  of  his  own  proper  functions,  had  a  right  to  sus- 
pend an  unworthy  officer  from  office,  this  power  was  in  no  respect 
distinguishable  from  a  power  of  removal.  In  fact,  it  is  an  exer- 
cise, though  in  a  more  moderate  form,  of  the  same  power.  Besides, 
it  was  urged  that  the  danger  that  the  President  would  remove 
good  men  from  office  was  wholly  imaginary.  It  was  not  by  the 
splendor  attached  to  the  character  of  a  particular  President,  like 
Washington,  that  such  an  opinion  was  to  be  maintained.  It  was 
founded  on  the  structure  of  the  office.  The  man  in  whose  favor  a 
majority  of  the  people  of  the  United  States  would  unite  to  elect 
to  such  an  office,  had  every  probability,  at  least,  in  favor  of  his 
principles.  He  must  be  presumed  to  possess  integrity,  independ- 
ence and  high  talents.  It  would  be  impossible  that  he  should 
abuse  the  patronage  of  the  government,  or  his  power  of  removal, 
to  the  base  purposes  of  gratifying  a  party,  or' of  ministering  to  his 
own  resentments,  or  of  displacing  upright  and  excellent  officers, 
for  a  mere  difference  of  opinion.  The  public  odium,  which  would 
inevitably  attach  to  such  conduct,  would  be  a  perfect  security 
against  it.  And,  in  truth,  removals  made  from  such  motives,  or 
with  a  view  to  bestow  the  offices  upon  dependents  or  favorites, 
would  be  an  impeachable  offense."  "  That  the  final  decision  of  this 
question,  in  favor  of  the  executive  power  of  removal,  was  greatly 
influenced  by  the  exalted  character  of  the  President  then  in  office, 
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was  asserted  at  the  time,  and  has  always  been  believed.  Yet,  the 
doctrine  was  opposed,  as  well  as  supported,  by  the  highest  talents 
and  patriotism  in  the  country.  The  public,  however,  acquiesced 
in  this  decision ;  and  it  constitutes,  perhaps,  the  most  extraordi- 
nary case  in  the  history  of  the  government,  of  a  power  conferred 
by  implication  on  the  executive,  by  the  assent  of  a  bare  majority 
of  Congress,  which  has  not  been  questioned  on  many  other  occa- 
sions. Even  the  most  jealous  advocates  of  State  rights  seem 
to  have  slumbered  over  this  vast  reach  of  authority,  and  have  left 
it  untouched,  as  the  neutral  ground  of  controversy  in  which  they 
desired  to  reap  no  harvest,  and  from  which  they  retired  without 
leaving  any  protestations  of  title  or  contest."  "Nor  is  this  gen- 
eral acquiescence  and  silence  without  a  satisfactory  explanation. 
Until  a  very  recent  period,  the  power  had  been  exercised  in  few 
cases,  and  generally  in  such  as  led  to  their  own  vindication. 
During  the  administration  of  President  Washington  few  removals 
were  made,  and  none  without  cause ;  few  were  made  in  that  of  the 
first  President  Adams.  In  that  of  President  Jefferson,  the  circle 
was  greatly  enlarged ;  but  yet  it  was  kept  within  narrow  bounds, 
and  with  an  express  disclaimer  of  the  right  to  remove  for  differ- 
ence of  opinion,  or  otherwise  than  for  some  clear  public  good. 

"In  the  administrations  of  the  subsequent  Presidents,  Madison, 
Monroe  and  J.  Q.  Adams,  a  general  moderation  and  forbearance 
were  exercised,  with  the  approbation  of  the  country,  and  without 
disturbing  the  harmony  of  the  system.  Since  the  in(^uction  into 
office  of  President  Jackson,  an  opposite  course  has  been  pursued  ; 
and  a  system  of  removals  and  new  appointments  to  office  has  been 
pursued  so  extensively  that  it  has  reached  a  very  large  propor- 
tion of  all  the  offices  of  honor  and  profit  in  the  civil  departments 
of  the  country.  This  is  matter  of  fact,  and  beyond  the  statement 
of  the  fact  it  is  not  the  intention  of  the  commentator  to  proceed. 
This  extraordinary  change  of  system  has  awakened  general  atten- 
tion, and  brought  back  the  whole  controversy,  with  regard  to 
the  executive  power  of  removal,  to  a  severe  scrutiny.  Many  of 
the  most  eminent  statesmen  of  the  country  have  expressed  a  delib- 
erate opinion,  that  it  is  utterly  indefensible,  and  that  the  only 
sound  interpretation  of  the  Constitution  is  that  avowed  upon  its 
adoption ;  that  is  to  say,  that  the  power  of  removal  belongs  to  the 
appointing  power. 

"  Whether  the  predictions  of  the  original  advocates  of  the  execu- 
tive power,  or  those  of  the  opposers  of  it,  are  likely  in  the 
future  progress  of  the  government  to  be  realized,  must  be  left  to 
the  sober  judgment  of  the  community  and  to  the  impartial  award 
of  time.  If  there  has  been  any  aberration  from  the  true  constitu- 
tional exposition  of  the  power  of  removal,  which  the  reader  must 
decide  for  himself,  it  will  be  difficult,  and  perhaps  impracticable, 
after  forty  years'  experience,  to  recall   the  practice  to  the  correct 
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theory.  But  ut  all  events,  it  will  be  a,  consolation  to  those  who 
love  the  union,  and  honor  a  devotion  to  the  patriotic  discharge  of 
duty,  that  in  regard  to  "  inferior  offices,"  which  appellation  prob- 
ably includes  ninety-nine  out  of  a  hundred  of  the  lucrative  offices 
in  the  government,  the  remedy  for  any  permanent  abuse  is  still 
within  the  power  of  Congress,  by  the  simple  expedient  of  requir- 
ing the  consent  of  the  Senate  to  removals  in  such  cases." 

Who,  after  reading  this  extract,  can  doubt,  that,  in  the  opinion 
of  this  eminent  judge,  the  practice  established  by  the  decision  of 
Congress  in  1789  is  contrary  to  the  "correct  theory"  of  the 
Constitution.  His  language  is  emphatic,  that  "  the  power  to  nom- 
inate does  not  naturally  or  necessarily  include  the  power  to  remove ; 
and  if  the  power  to  appoint  does  include  it,  then  the  latter  belongs 
conjointly  to  the  executive  and  the  Senate." 

In  truth,  does  not  the  history  of  the  last  ten  years  clearly  prove, 
that  while  the  advocates  in  Congress  of  the  doctrine,  that  to  the 
President  belongs  the  power  of  removal,  were  dreaming  dreams, 
the  opponents  of  that  doctrine  were  seeing  realities  ? 

In  a  late  work,  entitled  "  Democracy  in  America,"  published  in 
1838,  I  find  that  it  is  the  opinion  of  John  C.  Spencer,  a  lawyer  of 
distinguished  abilities,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  that  the  question 
as  to  the  right  of  the  President  to  remove  from  office  is  still  "  an 
unsettled  question." 

The  members  of  Congress  in  1789  differed  very  much,  as  to 
which  clause  of  the  Constitution  contained  the  power  of  removal. 
Some  found  it  in  one  clause,  and  some  in  another,  and  a  large 
minority  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  including  some  mem- 
bers of  the  Convention,  and  one-half  of  the  Senate,  denied  that 
the  President  had  the  power. 

When  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
was  under  discussion,  no  friend  of  its  adoption  had  advocated  the 
doctrine  that  the  President  could  exercise  this  power  under  the 
clause  of  the  Constitution  giving  him  the  executive  power,  nor 
under  the  clause  requiring  him  to  take  care  that  the  laws  be  faith- 
fully executed.  In  the  debate  in  Congress,  before  referred  to, 
Mik  Madison  says,  that  "  The  doctrine,  however,  which  seems  to 
stand  most  in  opposition  to  the  principles  I  contend  for  is,  that 
the  power  to  annul  an  appointment  is,  in  the  nature  of  things, 
incidental  to  the  poweif  which  makes  the  appointment.  I  agree, 
that  if  nothing  more  was  said  in  the  Constitution,  than  that  the 
President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate, 
should  appoint  to  otHce,  there  would  be  great  force  in  saying,  that 
the  power  of  removal  resulted,  by  a  natural  implication,  from  the 
power  of  appointing.  But  there  is  another  part  of  the  Constitution 
no  less  explicit,  than  the  one  on  which  the  gentleman's  doctrine 
is  founded.  It  is  that  part  which  declares  that  the  executive 
power  shall  be  vested  in  a  President  of  the  United  States.     The 
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association  of  the  Senate  with  the  President  in  exercising  that 
particular  function,  is  an  exception  to  this  general  rule,  and  excep- 
tions to  general  rules,  I  conceive,  are  ever  to  be  taken  strictly. 
But  there  is  another  part  of  the  Constitution  which  inclines,  in 
my  judgment,  to  favor  the  construction  I  put  upon  it.  The  presi- 
dent is  required  to  take  care  that  the  laws  be  faithfully  executed. 
If  the  duty  to  see  the  laws  faithfully  executed  be  required  at  the 
hands  of  the  executive  magistrate,  it  would  seem  that  it  was  gen- 
erally intended  he  should  have  that  species  of  power,  which  is 
necessary  to  accomplish  that  end."(l) 

Eibridge  Gerry,  who  has  occupied  a  large  space  in  the  public 
estimation,  and  who  actively  participated  in  all  the  measures  that 
led  to  our  Revolution,  was  a  member  of  the  Revolutionary  Con- 
gress, and,  as  such,  signed  the  declaration  of  Independence,  and 
the  Articles  of  Confederation,  was  a  member  of  the  Convention 
that  framed  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States ;  a  member  of 
the  first  Congress  under  the  Constitution,  a  former  Governor  of 
Massachusetts,  and  Vice-President  of  the  United  States  under 
the  administration  of  James  Madison.  This  man,  so  distinguished 
by  the  confidence  of  his  country,  not  only  opposed  the  doctrine, 
that  the  President  had  the  power  of  removal,  but  raised  his  warn- 
ing voice  against  the  evil  consequences  that  inevitably  would 
flow  from  such  a  construction  of  the  Constitution.  In  the  same 
debate,  he  says,  "  It  has  been  said  by  my  colleague  (Mr.  Sedg- 
wick), that  the  President  not  only  nominates,  but  appoints  the 
officers ;  and  infers  from  hence,  that  as  the  power  of  removal  is 
incident  to  the  power  of  appointing,  the  President  has  the  power 
of  removal  also.  But  I  should  be  glad  to  know  how  it  can  with 
justice  be  said,  that  the  President  appoints.  The  Constitution 
requires  the  consent  of  the  Senate;  therefore,  they  are  two  dis- 
tinct bodies,  and  intended  to  check  each  other.  If  my  colleague's 
is  a  true  construction,  it  may  be  extended  further,  and  said,  that 
in  the  act  of  nominating,  the  assent  of  the  Senate  is  virtually 
given ;  and,  therefore,  he  has  a  right  to  make  the  whole  appoint- 
ment himself,  without  any  interference  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 
I  contend  there  is  just  as  much  propriety  in  the  one  construction 
as  in  the  other.  If  we  observe  the  enacting  style  of  the  statutes 
of  Britain,  we  shall  find  pretty  near  the  same  words  as  what  we 
used  in  tne  Constitution  with  respect  to  Appointments :  '  Be  it 
enacted  by  the  King's  most  excellent  Majesty,  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  parliament,'  Here  it  might  be  said  that 
the  king  enacts  all  laws  ;  but  I  believe  the  truth  of  this  fact  will 
be  disputed  in  that  country.  I  believe  no  one  will  pretend  to  say, 
that  the  king  is  the  three  branches  of  parliament;  and,  unless  my 
colleague  will  do  all  this,  I  never  can  admit  that  the  President,  in 
himself,  has  the  power  of  appointraent,"(2) 

(Ij  4  Elliott's  Debates,  177.  (2)  Ibid.,  193. 
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Mr.  Gerry  also  says,(l)  "  There  is  a  consistency,  under  a  mon- 
archy, of  the  king  exercising  the  power  of  appointment  and 
removal  at  pleasure.  In  Great  Britain  this  is  the  prerogative  of 
the  throne,  where  it  is  likewise  held  a  maxim,  that  the  king  can 
do  no  wrong.  The  Chief  Magistrate,  under  this  Constitution  (the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States),  is  a  different  character.  There 
is  a  constitutional  tribunal  where  he  may  be  arraigned,  condemned 
and  punished,  if  he  does  wrong.  The  reason  of  this  distinction  I 
take  to  be  this  :  the  majesty  of  the  people  receives  an  injury  when 
the  President  commits  an  improper  act,  for  which  they  are  to 
receive  satisfaction.  Kings  have  a  property  in  government,  and 
when  a  monarch  acts  unwisely  he  injures  his  own  interest,  but 
is  accountable  to  none  because  satisfaction  is  due  to  himself  alone. 
He  is  established  in  bis  office  for  life ;  it  is  an  estate  to  him  which 
he  is  interested  to  transmit  to  his  posterity  unimpaired ;  the  good 
of  the  people,  upon  principles  of  interest,  will  be  his  peculiar  study  ; 
he  ought,  therefore,  to  have  power  to  act  in  such  manner  as  is  most 
likely  to  secure  to  him  this  object ;  thus,  necessarily,  he  must  have 
the  right  of  choosing  and  displacing  his  agents.  There  can  be  no 
difficulty  on  this  point;  but  in  a  confederate  republic  the  Chief 
Magistrate  has  no  such  trust ;  he  is  elected  but  for  four  years,  after 
which  the  government  goes  into  other  hands  ;  he  is  not  stimulated 
to  improve  a  patrimony,  and,  therefore,  has  no  occasion  for  com- 
plete power  over  the  officers  of  the  government.  If  he  has  such 
power  it  can  only  be  made  useful  to  himself  by  being  the  means 
of  procuring  him  a  reelection,  but  can  never  be  useful  to  the 
people  by  inducing  him  to  appoint  good  officers  or  to  remove  bad 
ones. 

"  It  appears  to  me  that  such  unbounded  power  vitiates  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  Constitution,  and  the  officers,  instead  of  being  the 
machinery  of  the  government,  moving  in  the  regular  order  pre- 
scribed by  the  legislature,  will  be  the  mere  puppets  of  the  Presi- 
dent, to  be  employed  or  thrown  aside  as  useless  lumber,  according 
to  his  prevailing  fancy." 

"  If  gentlemen  will  take  this  step  they  must  take  another,  and 
secure  the  public  good  by  making  it  the  interest  of  the  President 
to  consult  it;  they  must  elect  him  for  life,  or,  what  will  be  more 
consistent  still,  they  must  make  his  office  hereditary ;  then  gentle- 
men may  say  with  some  degree  of  truth  that  he  ought  to  have  the 
power  of  removal,  to  secure  in  his  hands  a  balance  in  the  govern- 
ment. But  if  gentlemen  are  willing  to  remain  where  they  are, 
and  abide  by  the  Constitution,  regarding  its  true  principles,  they 
will  not  contend  that  there  is  a  necessity,  or  even  a  propriety,  in 
vesting  this  power  in  the  President  alone." 

Roger  Sherman,  who  was  not  only  a  sagacious  statesman,  but  a 


(1)  4  Elliott's  Debates,  207. 
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signer  of  the  Declaration  of  Independence,  and  a  member  of  the 
Convention  that  framed  the  Constitution,  says,  that(l)  "  The  Con- 
vention who  formed  this  Constitution  thought  it  would  tend  to 
secure  the  liberties  of  the  people  if  they  prohibited  the  President 
from  the  sole  appointment  of  all  officers.  They  knew  that  the 
crown  of  Great  Britain,  by  having  that  prerogative,  has  been  ena- 
bled to  swallow  up  the  whole  administration.  The  influence  of 
the  crown  upon  the  legislature  subjects  both  houses  to  its  will  and 
pleasure.  Perhaps  it  may  be  thought  by  the  people  of  that  king- 
dom, that  it  is  best  for  the  executive  magistrate  to  have  such  kind 
of  influence  ;  if  so  it  is  very  well,  and  we  have  no  right  to  complain 
that  it  is  injurious  to  them  while  they  themselves  consider  it  bene- 
ficial. But  this  government  is  different,  and  intended  by  the  peo- 
ple to  be  different.  I  have  not  heard  any  gentleman  produce  an 
authority  from  law  or  history  which  proves  that  where  two 
branches  are  interested  in  the  appointment  that  one  of  them  has 
the  power  of  removal. 

"  I  remember  that  the' gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Sedg- 
wick) told  us  that  the  two  houses,  notwithstanding  the  partial  nega- 
tive of  the  President,  possessed  the  whole  legislative  power;  but 
will  the  gentleman  infer  from  that  that  because  the  concurrence  of 
both  branches  is  necessary  to  pass  a  law  that  a  less  authority  can 
repeal  it?     This  is  all  we  contend  for." 

Mr.  Tucker,  a  distinguished  and  learned  judge  of  Virginia,  in 
his  remarks  on  the  bill,  says,(2)  "  It  appears  to  me  that  the  power 
is  not  necessarily  vested  in  the  President  by  the  Constitution, 
Neither  in  the  President  and  Senate.  I  find  no  words  that  fix  this 
power  precisely  in  any  branch  of  the  government.  It  must,  how- 
ever, by  implication,  be  in  the  legislature;  or  is  nowhere,  until  the 
Constitution  is  amended.  I  presume  the  implication  is,  at  least, 
equally  ffivorable  to  the  legislature  as  to  any  other  branch,  if  it 
necessarily  belongs  to  the  government.  I  apprehend  a  law  is 
necessary  in  every  instance  to  determine  the  exercise  of  the  power. 
In  some  cases  it  may  be  proper  that  the  President  alone  should 
have  it.  I  am  not  clear  in  my  own  mind  what  general  rule,  if 
any,  can  be  established  on  this  subject.  Perhaps,  in  other  cases, 
it  may  be  lodged  with  the  President  and  Senate ;  or  it  may  be 
given  to  the  heads  of  departments.  But  whosoever  is  invested 
with  it,  it  must  be  in  consequence  of  a  law  ;  and  the  legislature  have 
a  right  to  vest  it  where  they  please." 

Again,  he  says,  "I  would  rather  a  law  should  pass  vesting  the 
power  in  improper  hands  than  that  the  Constitution  should  be 
wrongly  construed.  If  we  say,  the  President  may  remove  from 
office,  it  is  a  grant  of  power ;  and  we  can  repeal  the  law,  and  pre- 
vent the  abuse  of  it ;  but  if  we,  by  law,  imply  that  it  is  a  consti- 

(1)  4  Elliott's  Debates,  195.  (2)  Lloyd's  Debates,  11. 


SPRINGFIELD.  173 


Fielil  V.  Tlie  People. 


tutional  riglit  vested  in  the  President,  there  will  be  a  privilet^^e 
gained  which  the  legishiture  cannot  ellect ;  at  least  the  revision  of 
such  a  solemn  opinion  will  occasion  much  inconvenience,  not  to 
say  confusion."  Mr.  Page,  ofVirginia,  and  Mr.  Smith,  of  Soutli 
Carolina,  maintained,  in  the  same  debate,  that  removal  from  office 
could  only  take  place  by  impeachment  before  the  Senate. 

From  these  extracts  (and  they  might  be  greatly  multiplied)  it 
will  be  seen  that  the  passage  of  the  act  in  relation  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  Secretary  for  foreign  affairs  furnishes  but  slight  evidence 
of  what  were  the  opinions  entertained  by  the  members  of  Congress 
of  the  proper  construction  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
in  relation  to  the  right  of  removal  from  office  by  the  President ; 
and  the  debate  will  be  consulted  in  vain  to  ascertain  in  what  clause 
of  the  Constitution  a  majority  of  the  House  of  Representatives  con- 
curred in  the  opinion  that  the  power  of  removal  by  the  President 
was  found. 

The  subsequent  legislation  of  Congress,  on  the  power  of  removal, 
shows  that  that  body  did  not  consider  the  question  definitely 
settled,  that  the  President  has  the  power  of  removal  in  all  cases. 
In  the  ^^Act  to  provide  for  the  governvient  of  the  Teri'ritory  North  of 
the  river  Ohio^'^  passed  in  1789,(1)  it  is  provided,  "that  the  Presi- 
dent shall  nominate,  and,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate,  shall  appoint  all  officers  which,  by  the  Ordinance,  were 
to  be  appointed  by  the  United  States,  in  Congress  assembled  ;  and 
all  officers  so  to  be  appointed  shall  be  commissioned  by  him  ; 
and  in  all  cases  where  the  United  States,  in  Congress  assembled, 
might,  by  the  said  Ordinance,  revoke  any  commission,  or  remove 
from  any  office,  the  President  is  hereby  declared  to  have  the  same 
powers  of  revocation  and  removal." 

The  officers  contemplated  by  this  act  had  duties  assigned  them 
by  law,  and  were  not  placed  under  the  control  of  the  President,  as 
was  the  Secretary  for  foreign  affairs,  and,  consequently,  instead  of 
using  language  implying  that  the  President  had,  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, power  to  remove  them,  the  power  is  expressly  given  to  him, 
only  to  the  extent  that  Congress  had  the  power  by  the  Ordinance. 

If  the  power  of  removal  was  vested  in  the  President  by  the 
Constitution,  then  this  limitation  upon  his  powers  was  void,  and 
the  authority  conferred  wholly  unnecessary.  Again,  Congress,  by 
the  first  section  of  an  "  Act  to  limit  the  term  of  certain  officers^  therein 
named,  and  for  other  purposes,-\2)  passed  May  15,  1820,  declared, 
"  That  from  and  after  the  passage  of  this  act  all  District-Attorney, 
Collectors  of  the  Customs,  Naval  Officers,  and  Surveyors  of  the 
Customs,  Navy  Agents,  Receivers  of  Public  Money  for  Lands, 
Registers  of  the  Land  Offices,  Paymasters  in  the  Army,  the 
Apothecary-General,  the  Assistant  Apothecary- General,  and  the 

(1)  1  Story's  Laws,  32.  (2)  3  Story's  Laws,  1790. 


174  DECEMBER  TERM,  1839. 

Field  V.  The  People. 

Commissary  General  of  Purchases,  to  be  appointed  under  tlie 
laws  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  appointed  for  the  term  of  four 
years ;  but  shall  be  removable  from  office  at  pleasure. 

The  language  here  used  clearly  confers  on  the  President  the 
power  of  removal,  and  is  entirely  different  from  that  used  in  the  act 
organizing  the  office  of  Secretary  for  foreign  affairs.  Why  did 
Congress  confer  the  power  to  remove  on  the  President  if  he 
already  possessed  the  power  by  the  Constitution  ? 

From  this  review  of  the  acts  of  Congress  I  feel  warranted  in 
concluding  that  down  to  1820  Congress  did  not  consider  the  ques- 
tion settled  that  the  President  has,  in  all  cases,  the  power  of 
removal,  in  virtue  of  his  power  to  nominate.  But  whether  the 
question  be  considered  as  irrevocably  settled  by  Congress  or  not, 
still,  the  question  for  this  Court  to  decide  is,  whether  the  Gover- 
nor of  this  State,  at  his  will  and  pleasure,  has  the  constitutional 
power  to  remove  the  Secretary  of  State,  without  any  official  miscon- 
duct on  his  part?  It  is  conceded  on  all  hands  that  the  legislature 
have  not  conferred  this  power  on  the  Governor,  directly  or  by 
implication.  It  has  been  shown  that  although  our  Constitution, 
in  some  of  its  features,  is  similar  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  yet,  that  other  provisions  have  so  entirely  changed  its 
character,  that  even  the  settled  construction  of  the  one  instrument 
would  not  furnish  a  safe  guide  to  construe  the  other.  The  objects, 
also,  to  be  accomplished  by  the  two  governments  are  entirely  dis- 
similar. The  powers  delegated  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  to  the  federal  government  are  principally  exercised  on 
external  objects.  It  has  the  sole  management  of  the  questions  of 
peace  and  war,  the  negotiations  of  treaties  with  foreign  nations, 
and  the  regulation  of  commerce. 

Hence  arises  the  propriety  of  conferring  on  the  executive  of  the 
United  States  large  discretionary  powers  to  enable  him  to  manage 
with  skill  and  prudence  our  extensive  foreign  relations  ;  and  hence, 
also,  the  propriety  of  giving  him  the  control  of  such  of  the  officers 
of  government  as  are  concerned  in  the  management  of  foreign 
affairs. 

There  is,  also,  a  manifest  propriety  that  those  officers  should  be 
persons  in  whom  the  President  can  confide.  But  in  this  State  it 
is  entirely  different.  The  powers  of  the  government  of  this  State 
are  limited  to  objects,  which,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  affiairs,  con- 
cern the  lives,  liberties  and  property  of  the  people,  and  the  internal 
prosperity  of  the  State.  No  relation  of  confidence  exists  between 
the  Governor  and  any  of  the  officers.  None  of  them  are  placed 
under  his  control.  All  their  duties  are  pointed  out  by  law,  and  to 
the  law  only  ought  they  to  be  amenable  for  any  violations  of  official 
duty.  In  consequence  of  this  difference  in  the  objects  of  the  two 
governments,  implied  powers  may  be  highly  necessary  to  carry  on 
the  one  government,  while  the  same  implied  powers  may  be  wholly 
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unnecessary  and  mischievous  in  tlie  other.  In  the  latter  case  no 
implication  can  ai'ise.  Implied  powers  arc  not,  in  their  nature,  sub- 
ject to  limitation,  and  ought  never  to  be  resorted  to  but  in  cases  of 
imperious  necessity.  Expediency  enters  largely  into  all  views  of 
construction,  when  in  search  of  such  powers.  The  human  mind  is 
so  constituted  that  it  readily  finds  satisfactory  reasons  for  believing 
that  that  is  granted,  which  it  thinks  will  be  highly  useful.  As,  for 
example,  those  statesmen  who  believe  that  a  system  of  internal 
improvements  by  the  federal  government  will  be  highly  conducive 
"  to  promote  the  general  welfare,"  have  found  in  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  by  implication  and  construction,  authority  to 
construct  roads  and  canals ;  while  those  who  believe  that  the  con- 
struction  of  roads  and  canals  leads  to  great  corruption  in  the  gov- 
ernment, and  to  a  great  waste  of  the  revenues  of  the  nation,  are 
equally  clear  that  no  such  power  is  conferred  in  Congress.  So, 
again,  those  who  believe  that  the  encouragement  of  domestic  manu- 
factures will  greatly  promote  [the  interests  of  that  portion  of  the 
country  where  they  reside,  find  abundant  authority  in  the  Consti- 
tution ^to  foster  domestic  manufactures,  by  high  duties  on  foreign 
manufactures ;  while,  on  the  contrary,  those  whose  opinions  are 
that  high  duties  bear  oppressively  on  their  portion  of  the  Union 
deny  most  vehemently,  that  the  Constitution  grants  to  Congress 
any  power  to  impose  duties  on  importations  for  any  other  purpose 
than  to  raise  a  sufdcient  revenue  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the 
government.  These,  and  other  instances  that  might  be  mentioned, 
show  the  strong  tendency  of  the  human  mind,  to  put  such  a  con- 
struction on  language,  as  will  promote  its  own  views  of  expediency. 

These  considerations  ought  to  teach  us  the  wide  field  of  uncer- 
tainty that  we  enter  when  we  are  in  search  of  implied  or  construct- 
ive powers.  They  should  also  admonish  us  of  the  difficulties  that 
will  surround  our  path,  and  the  danger  of  straying  be3'ond  the 
line  dictated  by  sound  wisdom.  For  these  reasons,  also,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  every  construction  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  by  which  implied  powers  are  conferred  on  the  President, 
ought  not  to  be  followed  in  construing  our  Constitution,  unless  the 
same  reason  can  be  shown  why  the  implied  power  should  exist. 

From  what  has  already  been  remarked,  and  what  will  hereafter 
be  said  on  this  subject,  I  trust  it  will  clearly  appear  that  no  strong 
necessity  exists  why  the  Governor  should  possess  the  power  of 
removal. 

I  shall  now  proceed  to  examine  the  practice  of  the  government 
of  this  State,  and  the  construction  that  has  been  given  to  our  Con- 
stitution by  the  different  departments  of  government,  in  relation 
to  the  power  of  removal  from  oflice. 

Our  Constitution  was  adopted  in  1818,  and  six  different  individ- 
uals have  filled  the  gubernatorial  oflice.  Till  within  the  last  six 
years  the  Governor,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
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Senate,  had  the  appointment  of  circuit  attorneys,  I'ecorders  of 
counties,  and  a  variety  of  other  officers;  yet,  until  the  present 
Governor  caine  into  office,  neither  of  the  Governors  ever  exer- 
cised, or,  it  is  believed,  ever  claimed  the  power  to  remove  a 
single  officer  of  the  State.  No  one  can  doubt,  who  is  at  all  convei-- 
sant  with  the  frailties  of  human  nature,  that  had  the  power  to 
remove  existed  in  the  Governor,  that  frequent  occasions  must  have 
arisen  where  the  power  could  have  been  exercised  to  the  manifest 
advantage  of  the  public  interests.  During  the  canvass  that  took 
place  in  1826,  and  which  resulted  in  the  election  of  the  late  Gov- 
ernor "Edwards,  it  is  well  known  that  the  late  George  Forquer, 
Esquire,  then  Secretary  of  State,  took  an  active  and  somewhat 
violent  part  against  Governor  Edwards ;  yet  Governor  Edwards, 
although  a  sound  lawyer  and  distinguished  for  his  firmness  and 
decision  of  character,  did  not  remove  Mr.  Forquer.  The  reason 
that  was  given  and  not  then  contradicted  was,  that  the  Governor 
did  not  believe  that  he  possessed  the  power.  This  case  presented, 
particularly  if  the  Secretary  is  to  be  considered  a  confidential  offi- 
cer, or,  if  strong  "  political  considerations  "  ought  to  influence  the 
Governor,  a  particular  fitness  for  the  exercise  of  the  power  of 
removal. 

This  power  underwent  at  the  time  referred  to  considerable  dis- 
cussion, and  Mr.  Forquer,  fearing  that  the  Governor  (who  was  well 
known  not  to  be  afraid  of  taking  all  proper  responsibility)  would 
remove  him,  solicited  and  obtained  the  opinion  of  several  eminent 
lawyers,  who  were  all  of  opinion  that  the  Governor  did  not  possess 
the  power.  Among  the  opinions  obtained  was  that  of  the  late 
Hon.  Elias  K.  Kane,  who  was  then  a  Senator  in  Congress,  and  had 
been  a  prominent  member  of  the  Convention  that  framed  the  Con- 
stitution. His  opinion  was  decided  that  the  Governor  did  not  pos- 
sess the  power  of  removal. 

The  non-exercise  of  the  power  for  upwards  of  twenty  years, 
when  frequent  cases  must  have  occurred  to  call  it  into  exercise,  if 
it  existed,  is  strong  evidence,  to  my  mind,  that  no  former  Governor 
supposed  that  he  had  the  power ;  and  goes  far  under  the  circum- 
stances to'  establish  the  doctrine  that  it  does  not  exist. 

In  the  next  place  I  shall  examine  the  question  of  removal  from 
office,  as  understood  and  acted  upon  by  the  General  Assembly  of 
this  State.  By  the  act  establishing  Courts  of  County  Commis- 
sioners, passed  March  22d,  1819,  said  Courts  are  authorized  to 
appoint  their  own  clerks,  and  "  at  any  time  for  any  cause  to  be 
stated  on  the  record,  to  remove  said  clerks  from  office.  "(1)  By 
the  sixth  section  of  the  fourth  article  of  the  Constitution  of  this 
State,  "the  Supreme  Court,  or  a  majority  of  the  justices  thereof, 
the  Circuit  Courts,  or  the  justices  thereof,  shall  respectively  appoint 

(1)  E.  L,142;  Gale's  Stat.,  161. 
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their  own  clerks."  The  language  here  used  is  the  same  with  that 
authorizing  the  Governor  and  Senate  to  appoint  a  Secretary  of 
State ;  and  yet,  the  first  legislature  that  sat  under  the  Constitution, 
by  an  act  passed  March  81st,  1819,  gave  the  "Supreme  Court 
power  to  hear  and  determine  all  impeachments  of  any  clerk  or 
clerks  of  the  Circuit  Courts,"  and,  on  the  hearing  of  the  impeach- 
ment, authorized  the  Supreme  Court  to  remove  such  clerk. 

If  the  power  of  removal  vests,  by  the  Constitution,  in  the  appoint- 
ing power,  this  act  was  clearly  unconstitutional ;  yet  it  received 
the  sanction  not  only  of  the  General  Assembly,  but  of  the  Gov- 
ernor and  judges,  who,  under  the  Constitution,  revised  and  approved 
the  law  as  a  Council  of  Eevision. 

By  the  Act  regulating  the  manner  of  appointing  Justices  of  tlie 
Peace^  approved  July  19th,  1819,  justices  of  the  peace  were  to 
hold  their  offices  during  good  behavior,  and  in  case  of  misbehavior 
in  office,  or  willful  omission  of  duty,  they  were  to  be  indicted,  and, 
if  convicted,  to  be  suspended  from  office,  and  the  case  reported  to 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and  by  them  impeached  under  the 
Constitution,  before  the  Senate. 

By  an  act  passed  January  19th,  1821,  "  When  any  county  com- 
missioner, sheriff,  coroner,  justice  of  the  peace,  clerk  of  the  cir- 
cuit court,  clerk  of  the  county  commissioners'  court,  recorder,  or 
constable  shall  be  guilty  of  any  malconductor  palpable  omission  in 
the  duties  of  their  respective  offices,  such  officer  may  be  indicted, 
and,  on  conviction,  removed  from  office."  Some  of  the  officers 
mentioned  in  this  act  were  elected  by  the  people,  others  appointed 
by  the  courts,  others  by  the  General  Assembly ;  and  one  of  them, 
the  recorder,  by  the  Governor  and  Senate. 

By  the  107th  section  of  the  Criminal  Code,  approved  by  the 
Council  of  Revision,  January  30th,  1827,  "  Every  clerk,  sheriff, 
coroner,  constable,  county  commissioner,  justice  of  the  peace, 
recorder,  county  surveyor,  attorney-general,  or  circuit  attorney, 
who  shall  willfully  and  corruptly  be  guilty  of  oppression,  malfea- 
sance, or  partiality  in  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties ;  or  shall 
be  gnilty  of  palpable  omissions  of  duty,  "  are  liable  to  indictment, 
and,  on  conviction  and  the  recommendation  of  the  jury,  to  removal 
from  office.  The  legislature,  in  1833  (1),  reenacted  the  same  pro- 
vision. Here,  again,  these  various  officers  are  appointed,  some  by 
the  people,  some  by  the  courts,  under  the  Constitution,  others  by 
the  legislature,  and  circuit  attorneys  and  recorders,  under  the  Con- 
stitution, by  the  Governor  and  Senate.  This  act  would  also  be  a 
palpable  violation  of  the  Constitution,  if  the  appointing  power 
impliedly  gave,  also,  the  power  of  removal,  at  discretion;  and 
yet,  all  the  three  departments  of  the  government  concurred  in  the 
passage  of  the  law. 


( 1  )  R.  L.,  195;  Gale's  Stat.,  218. 
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The  first  section  of  the  act  regulating  the  Office  of  Clerk  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  approved  February  15th,  1881,  provided  ''  The 
Supreme  Court,  or  a  majority  thereof,  shall  have  power  to  remove 
any  clerk  of  said  Court  for  neglect  of  duty,  incompetency  to  per- 
form the  duties  of  his  of3Eice,  or  for  any  misconduct  in  office  of 
which  he  may  be  guilty,  or  for  any  other  cause  which  shall  be  sat- 
isfactory to  said  Court,  or  a  majority  thereof;  Provided^  that  the 
cause  of  removal  of  said  clerk  shall  be  expressed  on  the  records  of 
said  Court."  By  the  second  section  of  said  act,  the  Court  is,  in 
a  certain  event,  "authorized  and  required  to  remove  said  clerk 
from  office." 

The  appointment  of  clerk  of  the  Supreme  Court  is,  by  the 
Constitution,  vested  in  the  Court;  and,  upon  the  doctrine  that  the 
appointing  power  has  the  power  of  removal,  at  discretion,  the  first 
section  of  this  act  was  wholly  unnecessary,  and  the  second  section 
an  infringement  upon  the  rights  of  the  Court;  yet  the  Governor 
and  judges  concurred  in  the  passage  of  the  act. 

Other  acts  might  be  referred  to,  to  show  that  the  power  of  removal 
from  office  has,  ever  since  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  been 
considered  a  legislative  power,  and  only  to  be  exercised  according 
to  law.  Not  only  have  all  the  departments  of  government,  when 
acting  in  their  legislative  capacity,  given  their  sanction  to  this 
doctrine,  but  the  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  when  sittting  in 
their  judicial  capacity,  have,  on  two  different  occasions,  affirmed 
the  same  principle.  These  cases  have  heretofore  been  referred  to, 
and  it  is  unnecessary  further  to  remark  on  them.  • 

From  this  review,  we  have  these  results,  as  to  the  practice  of 
our  State. 

First.  The  Governors  of  this  State,  for  upwards  of  twenty  years, 
never  exercised  the  power  of  removal,  although,  doubtless,  during 
that  time  many  cases  occurred  that  would  have  rendered  the  exercise 
of  it  proper  and  useful,  if  it  had  existed.  We  have  also  the  opinion 
of  one  of  the  most  prominent  members  of  the  Convention,  who 
was  also  a  distinguished  lawyer,  that  the  Governor  did  not  possess 
the  power  of  removal,  and  this  opinion  is  sustained  by  other  mem- 
bers of  the  profession.  The  Governor  and  judges  had  also  approved 
of  laws  pointing  out  the  mode  in  which  removals  should  be  made. 
The  Governor,  by  giving  his  sanction  to  these  laws,  has  virtually 
acknowledged  tliat  the  power  to  appoint  does  not  necessarily 
include  the  power  to  remove. 

Secondly.  The  legislature,  by  the  passage  of  these  laws,  has 
repeatedly  declared  the  doctrine,  that  removal  from  office  is  a 
legal  power,  and  does  not  belong  to  the  appointing  power,  nor  any 
functionary  of  the  government,  except  as  vested  in  them  by  law. 

Thirdly.  The  judiciary,  on  two  different  occasions,  and  in  which 
two  different  sets  of  judges  were  unanimous,  have,  in  effect,  given 
it  as  their  opinion,  that  the  appointing  power  has  not  the  power  of 
removal. 
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After  this  expression  of  opinion  on  the  part  of  all  the  different 
departments  of  the  government,  it  seems  to  follow,  as  a  necessary- 
consequence,  that  it  is  the  settled  usage  and  practical  construction 
of  the  Constitution  of  this  State,  that  the  Governor  does  not  pos- 
sess the  power  to  remove  the  Secretary  of  State,  or  any  other 
officer  of  the  government  under  the  Constitution. 

When  the  decision  of  this  case  was  made  at  the  last  term  of  the 
Court,  none  of  the  members  of  the  Court  had  seen  the  decision 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of  Hen- 
nen,  who  had  been  removed  by  the  District  judge,  of  the  District 
of  Louisiana,  from  the  office  of  clerk  of  that  Court.  It  appears, 
from  a  newspaper  report  of  the  decision,  published  since  the  last 
term,  that  Hennen  had  been  removed  by  the  District  judge,  and 
John  Winthrop  appointed  as  his  successor.  That,  at  a  Circuit 
Court  subsequently  held  in  Louisiana,  both  persons  presented 
themselves,  claiming  to  be  clerk ;  that  Judge  McKinley,  one  of 
the  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  was  of 
opinion  that  Hennen  was  the  legal  clerk  of  the  Court ;  and  the 
District  Judge,  that  Winthrop  was  clerk,  and,  being  unable  to 
agree  who  was  clerk  of  the  Court,  the  Court  adjourned  without 
doing  any  business.  Subsequently,  Hennen  filed  a  petition  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  praying  for  a  mandamus  to 
the  District  Court  of  Louisiana,  to  restore  the  petitioner  to  the 
clerkship.  On  the  argument  of  this  motion,  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  decided,  that  the  District  judge,  being  the 
appointing  power,  bad  the  power  of  removal,  at  his  will  and  dis- 
cretion.(l)  All  the  information  possessed  by  this  Court,  at  the 
last  term,  of  the  case  of  Hennen  was,  that  the  judges  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  Louisiana  diftered  in  opinion  as  to  the  power  of  the 
District  judge  to  remove  the  clerk,  and  that  the  Supreme  Court, 
on  the  application,  refused  to  allow  a  mandamus ;  but,  whether 
that  refusal  was  upon  the  merits,  or  upon  some  technical  ground 
not  involving  the  power  of  removal,  we  were  unadvised. 

The  opinion  which  we  have  seen  apparently  conflicts  with  the 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  State,  in  the  case  of  The 
People  V.  Mobley.(2)  This  conflict,  however,  arises  from  the 
difference  in  the  two  Constitutions,  and  from  the  different  legisla- 
tion and  practice  that  has  prevailed  in  administering  the  two  gov- 
ernments. 

The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  confers  the  whole  appoint- 
ing power  on  the  President  and  Senate,  with  the  exception  of  such 
inferior  officers  as  Congress  might  vest  in  the  President  alone,  in 
the  heads  of  departments  and  in  the  courts. 

None  of  the  appointing  power  belongs  to  the  people,  or  the  two 
houses  of  Congress ;  and  Congress  had,  by  its  repeated  action, 


tl)  13  Peters.  (2)  1  Scam.,  215. 
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either  acknowledged  that  the  removing  power  was  in  the  Presi- 
dent, or  had  expressly  conferred  it  upon  him.  The  power  of 
removal  could  also  be  readily  exercised  by  the  appointing  power. 
The  case,  however,  is  widely  different  under  the  Constitution  of 
tliis  State. 

The  power  of  appointment  is  vested  in  the  Governor  and  Sen- 
ate, in  the  two  houses  of  the  General  Assembly,  in  the  courts  and 
in  the  people.  Consequently,  a  general  rule,  that  the  appointing 
power  should  possess  the  power  of  removal,  could  not  be  carried 
out  in  practice.  It  would  be  impossible  for  the  people  to  exercise 
the  function.  It  would  also  be  extremely  inconvenient  for  the  two 
houses  of  the  General  Assembly  to  exercise  it. 

The  legislature  of  this  State,  doubtless  foreseeing  the  difficulty 
that  would  arise  if  they  recognized  the  doctrine,  that  the  appoint- 
ing power  was  vested  with  the  removing  power ;  and  probably 
believing  that  the  doctrine  of  vesting  a  discretionary  power  in  the 
Governor,  or  any  other  functionary  of  the  government,  to  remove 
from  office  at  his  pleasure,  was  despotic  in  principle,  and  contrary 
to  the  genius  of  republican  government,  have,  as  I  conceive,  wisely 
legislated  in  the  manner  I  have  referred  to.  This  course  of  legis- 
lation for  upwards  of  twenty  years  has,  in  my  opinion,  settled  the 
policy  of  this  State,  in  regard  to  removal  from  office,  on  correct 
and  safe  principles.  Should,  however,  further  experience  prove 
that  the  discretionary  power  of  removal  would  be  more  conducive 
to  the  honest  and  faithful  discharge  of  official  duties,  it  will  be  in 
the  power  of  the  legislature  so  to  ordain. 

It  would  be  painful  to  this  Court,  if  they  should  find  tliat  their 
opinion  conflicts  with  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  in  a  case  where  one  or  the  other  opinion  must 
necessarily  be  wrong.  I  entertain  for  that  exalted  tribunal  the 
most  unfeigned  respect ;  and  I  have  the  utmost  confidence  in  the 
purity  of  character,  and  great  learning  of  the  venerable  and 
enlightened  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  in  the  case  of 
Hennen. 

I,  however,  think,  that  by  the  Constitution,  laws  and  practice  of 
this  State,  different  considerations  ought  to  govern  this  Court,  and, 
that,  in  reality,  there  is  no  discrepancy  between  that  decision  and 
this.  That  decision  was  made  from  their  understanding  of  what, 
to  use  the  words  of  Judge  Thompson,  who  gave  that  opinion, 
"  is  the  settled  usage  and  practical  construction  of  the  Constitu- 
tion and  laws  under  which  these  offices  are  held."  This  decision 
is  based  on  our  views  of  *'  the  settled  usage  and  practical  con- 
struction of  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  this  State,"  in  regard 
to  the  power  of  removal.  I  consequently  feel  no  disposition  to 
controvert  the  correctness  of  the  conclusion  that  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  arrived  at  in  that  case ;  yet,  a 
regard  to  my  own  consistency  requires  me  to  notice  some  remarks 
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contained  in  that  opinion.  The  remarks  are  as  follows:  "This 
power  of  removal  from  office  was  a  subject  much  disputed,  and 
upon  which  a  great  diversity  of  opinion  was  entertained,  in  the 
early  history  of  this  government.  Tiiis  related,  however,  to  the 
power  of  the  President  to  remove  officers  appointed  with  the  con- 
currence of  the  Senate,  and  the  great  question  was,  whether  the 
removal  was  to  be  by  the  President  alone,  or  with  the  concur- 
rence of  the  Senate,  both  constituting  the  appointing  power.  No 
one  denied  the  power  of  the  President  and  Senate  jointly  to 
remove,  where  the  tenure  of  the  office  was  not  fixed  by  the  Con- 
stitution ;  which  was  a  full  recognition  that  the  power  of  removal 
was  incident  to  the  power  of  appointment.  But  it  was  very  early 
adopted  as  a  practical  construction  of  the  Constitution,  that  this 
power  was  vested  in  the  President  alone.  And  such  would  appear 
to  be  the  legislative  construction  of  the  Constitution."(l)  The 
able  judge  who  delivered  this  opinion  could  not  recently  have 
read  the  debate  that  arose  in  the  Congress  of  1789  upon  the 
organization,  of  the  department  of  foreign  affairs,  or  he  certainly 
could  not  have  said  that  "  no  one  denied  the  power  of  the  Presi- 
dent and  Senate  jointly  to  remove,"  &c.  If  the  extracts  taken 
from  Lloyd's  and  Elliott's  Debates,  which  are  given  in  a  previous 
part  of  this  opinion,  truly  represent  the  views  of  the  speakers, 
then,  certainly,  a  number  of  the  members  strongly  denied  that  the 
power  of  removal,  under  the"  Constitution,  belonged  to  the  Presi- 
dent alone,  or  to  the  President  and  Senate  jointly,  as  a  reference 
to  the  debate  will  clearly  show. 

The  principle  that  the  power  of  removal  was  incidei;it  to  the 
power  of  appointment  was  not  only  denied  by  some,  but  was 
strongly  resisted  by  several  of  the  most  enlightened  and  patriotic 
members  of  that  body. 

Indeed,  so  violently  were  some  of  the  members  opposed  to  the 
principle  of  the  bill,  that  Mr.  Page,  of  Virginia,  who  was  of  opinion 
that  removal  could  only  take  place  by  impeachment,  declared  that 
the  act  contained  the  "  seed  of  royal  prerogative." 

Mr.  Smith,  of  South  Carolina,  said,  "  The  gentleman  from 
Virginia  has  said  that  the  power  of  removal  is  executive  in  its 
nature.  I  do  not  believe  this  to  be  the  case.  I  have  turned  over 
the  Constitutions  of  most  of  the  States,  and  I  do  not  find  that  any 
of  them  have  granted  this  power  to  the  Governor.  In  some 
instances  I  find  the  executive  magistrate  suspends,  but  none  of  them 
have  the  right  to  remove,  officers;  and  I  take  it,  that  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  has  distributed  the  powers  of  govern- 
ment on  the  same  principles  which  most  of  the  State  Constitutions 
have  adopted.    For  it  will  not  be  contended  but  that  the  State  gov- 

(1)  13  Peters. 
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ernments  furnished  the  members  of  the  late  Convention  with  the 
skeleton  of  this  Constitution."(l) 

General  Sumpter,  of  North  Carolina,  said,  "This  bill  appears 
to  mj  mind  so  subversive  of  the  Constitution,  and  in  its  conse- 
quences so  destructive  to  the  liberties  of  the  people^  that  I  cannot 
consent  to  let  it  pass  without  expressing  my  detestation  of  the 
principle  it  contains.  I  do  it  in  this  public  manner  in  order  to 
fulfill  what  I  think  to  be  mj  duty  to  my  country,  and  to  discharge 
myself  of  any  concern  in  a  matter  that  I  do  not  approve." 

I  have,  however,  not  the  least  doubt  that  the  mistake  of  Judge 
Thompson  arose  from  misrecollection  of  the  various  views  of  the 
members  of  that  debate.  I  notice  this  discrepancy  for  no  other 
purpose  than  to  vindicate  my  statement  of  the  great  contrariety  of 
opinions  that  were  advanced  by  the  members  of  Congress  in 
1789. 

Having  arrived  at  the  result  that  the  Constitution  of  this  State 
does  not  authorize  the  Governor  to  remove  the  Secretary  of  State, 
and  that  no  law  has  expressly,  or  by  implication,  vested  any  such 
power  in  him,  I  might  close  this  opinion ;  but  as  several,  as  was 
supposed,  strong  reasons  were  urged  why  the  Governor  should 
possess  this  power  of  removal,  I  will  give  them  a  passing  notice. 

It  was  urged  in  the  argument  that  the  Secretary  of  State  was  a 
confidential  officer,  and,  therefore,  the  Governor  ought  to  have 
the  power  of  removal. 

I  am  willing  to  concede  that  had  our  Constitution  created  such 
an  officer  as  that  of  Secretary  of  Foreign  Affiiirs,  and  authorized 
the  Governor,  at  his  discretion,  to  designate  what  duties  he  should 
perform,  and  how  he  should  perform  them  ;  and  had  the  Governor 
a  right  to  call  on  him  for  counsel  and  advice  how  to  administer  the 
government,  there  would  undoubtedly  be  great  force  in  the  argu- 
ment that  such  officer  was  a  confidential  officer,  and  that  the 
Governor  ought  to  possess  the  power  of  removal.  But  the  Con- 
stitution has  created  no  such  officer.  All  the  duties  of  the  Sec- 
retary are  either  defined  in  the  Constitution,  or  in  the  laws ;  and 
nowhere  is  any  authority  given  to  the  Governor,  either  to  direct 
what  he  shall  do,  how  he  shall  do  it,  or  even  to  call  on  him  for 
counsel  or  advice.  On  the  contrary,  I  think  it  is  foirly  inferable, 
from  the  terms  of  the  Constitution,  not  only  that  the  Secretary  is 
not  a  confidential  officer  of  the  Governor,  but  that  it  was  intended 
he  should  not  be  one.  The  Secretary,  by  the  Constitution,  when 
required,  "  shall  lay  the  official  acts  of  the  Governor,  and  all  papers, 
minutes  and  vouchers  relative  thereto,  before  either  branch  of 
the  General  Assembly."  If  the  Secretary  is  to  be  considered  a 
confi(iential  officer  of  the  Governor,  and  removable  at  his  pleasure, 
it  would  be  in  the  power  of  the  Governor,  at  any  time,  if  he 
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wished  to  conceal  his  acts  from  the  legislature,  to  defeat  this  pro- 
vision of  the  constitution.  And  if  the  Governor  did  not  resort 
to  removal,  and  was  unwilling  his  acts  should  be  known  by  the 
General  Assembly,  this  confidential  officer  would  be  placed  in  the 
unpleasant  dilemma  of  betraying  the  confidence  of  his  prmcipal,  or 
violating  the  Constitution  of  his  country.  But  is  the  Secretary  of 
State  a  confidential  officer  ?  The  duties  of  his  office,  in  all  the 
States  of  the  Union,  are  essentially  the  same. 

I  have  examined  the  Constitutions  of  all  the  States,  and  find, 
that  in  thirteen  States  the  Secretary  is  appointed  by  the  two 
branches  of  the  legislature.  In  two  of  the  States,  he  is  elected 
by  the  people.  In  seven  States,  he  is  appointed  by  the  Gover- 
nor, or  Governor  and  Senate.  In  four  of  the  States,  I  could  not 
ascertain  how  he  was  appointed.  From  this  examination,  it 
appears,  that  in  fifteen  States  the  Governor  has  no  agency  what- 
ever in  appointing  the  Secretary.  In  several  of  these  States,  the 
duties  of  the  Secretary  are  identical  with  the  duties  of  Secretary 
in  this  State,  and  particularly  in  Mississippi,  where  the  people 
elect  thetr  Secretary.  Clearly,  in  none  of  the  States  where  the 
Governor  has  no  agency  in  the  appointment  of  this  officer,  can  he 
be  considered  a  confidential  one. 

The  probability  is,  that  the  duties  of  our  Secretary  were  copied 
from  the  Tennessee,  Ohio,  or  Indiana  Constitutions,  in  each  of 
which  States  the  legislature  appoints  that  officer. 

There  is,  therefore,  not  the  least  propriety  in  considering  the 
Secretary  a  confidential  officer  of  the  Governor. 

Again,  it  was  urged  as  a  strong  reason  why  the  Governor  should 
possess  the  power  of  removal,  that  the  Secretary  might  obstinately 
refuse  to  perform  important  legal  duties,  and  thus  the  public 
interests  might  suffer.  A  number  of  cases  were  supposed  ;  and 
it  was  said  that  the  Secretary,  by  refusing  to  do  his  duty,  might 
frustrate  important  objects  of  legislation,  and  even  stop  the  wheels 
of  government.  For  example,  it  was  asked,  suppose  he  should 
refractorily  refuse  to  place  the  seal  of  State  to  the  internal 
improvement  bond,  or  to  commissions  for  officers  legally  elected, 
where  would  be  the  remedy?  In  answer  to  all  this,  I  say,  if  the 
Constitution  has  not  conferred  the  power  of  removal  on  the  Gov- 
ernor, as  I  think  has  been  sufficiently  shown,  the  Governor  cannot 
exercise  the  power,  however  beneficial  its  exercise  might  be. 

But,  should  such  cases  ever  occur,  the  Constitution  and  laws  are 
not  so  defective,  but  that  a  speedy  remedy  may  be  obtained.  The 
Secretary  can  be  impeached  and  removed  from  office ;  he  can  be 
indicted  and  punished ;  and  he  can  be  compelled  to  do  his  duty 
by  mandamus  ;  and  in  case  an  individual  sustains  an  injury,  he 
may  be  prosecuted  for  damages.  If  all  these  remedies  prove 
inadequate  to  compel  a  faithful  performance  of  his  official  duties, 
and  the  public  are  likelj''  to  sustain  detriment  by  delay,  the  Gover 
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nor  can  call  a  special  session  of  the  legislature,  and  the  power  of 
removal  can  be  conferred  on  the  Governor,  if  the  legislature  deem 
that  the  exigencies  of  the  case  require  it. 

But  improbable  or  extravagant  suppositions  neither  prove  nor 
establish  principles,  as  I  will  show.  Suppose  the  Governor  should 
refuse  to  sign  internal  improvement  bonds;  or  should  refuse  to 
commission  the  multifarious  officers,  that  are  elected  every  year  ? 
In  the  first  case,  is  it  not  evident  that  an  important  measure  of  the 
legislature  would  be  defeated ;  and  in  the  other,  would  not  the 
wheels  of  government  be  effectually  arrested?  And,  in  such 
cases,  where  is  the  remedy?  The  only  remedy  would  be  an 
impeachment,  which  could  only  take  place  once  in  two  years,  as 
it  is  not  probable  the  Governor  would  call  a  special  session  of  the 
legislature  to  enable  that  body  to  impeach  himself 

The  courts  cannot  compel  obedience  by  mandamus^  because 
the  Governor,  being  one  of  the  coordinate  departments  of  the  gov- 
ernment, is  not  liable,  in  his  official  capacity,  to  be  called  before 
the  courts.  As  impeachment  is  confessedly  a  dilatory  remedy, 
what,  then,  must  be  done?  I  answer,  if  the  law  fur»ishes  no 
adequate  remedy,  it  is  a  good  reason  for  concluding,  that  it  is 
highly  improbable  that  so  high  a  functionary  as  the  Governor  will 
ever  be  guilty  of  so  gross  and  palpable  dereliction  of  his  official 
duties  as  the  supposition  would  imply. 

It  is  doubtless  to  be  expected,  in  the  course  of  events,  that  evils 
will  arise  in  the  administration  of  the  government,  that  no  human 
sagacity  could  have  anticipated,  and  for  which,  of  course,  no 
remedy  could  be  provided.  When  such  evils  arise,  the  wisdom  of 
the  times  must  be  left  to  provide  remedies  against  their  recurrence. 
"  Sufficient  unto  the  day  is  the  evil  thereof  " 

Lastly,  It  was  contended  by  one  of  the  counsel  for  the  relator, 
that  the  Secretary  held  his  office  only  during  the  term  of  the  Gov- 
ernor by  whom  he  was  appointed  ;  and,  consequently,  that  Field 
went  out  of  office  in  December,  18B0.  If  this  construction  of 
the  Constitution  be  correct,  each  of  the  Governors  of  this  State, 
with  the  exception  of  the  first,  have  been  guilty  of  a  palpable  vio- 
lation of  the  Constitution.  Even  the  present  Governor  himself 
would  be  obnoxious  to  the  charge  of  permitting  Field  to  usurp  the 
office  for  more  than  a  month  after  his  inauguration.  But,  in  order 
to  justify  this  interpretation  of  the  Constitution,  it  will  be  necessary 
to  interpolate  in  the  Constitution  the  word  "each,"  before  the 
word  Governor,  so  as  to  make  it  read,  that  "each  Governor  shall 
nominate,"  &c.  Had  the  Convention  designed  that  each  Governor 
should  appoint  a  Secretary  of  State,  the  same  or  similar  language 
to  that  employed  in  the  Constitutions  of  Pennsylvania  and 
Delaware  would  have  been  used,  to  wit:  "  That  a  Secretary  shall 
be  appointed  and  commissioned  during  the  Governor's  continuance 
in  oiiice,  if  he  shall  so  long  behave  himself  well;"  or,  as  in  the 


SPRINGFIELD.  185 


Conradi  et  al.  v.  Evans  ct  al. 


Constitution  of  the  States  of  Kentucky  and  Louisiana,  to  wit : 
"  A  Secretary  shall  be  appointed  and  commissioned  during  the 
term  for  which  the  Governor  shall  have  been  elected,  if  he  shall 
so  long  behave  himself  well."  I  am,  consequently,  compelled  to 
conclude,  that,  when  a  Secretary  is  once  appointed,  the  Govern- 
or's power  of  appointment  is  suspended  until  a  vacancy  occurs. 
tTudgment  reversed. 


Augustus  Conradi  and  Frederick  Hilgard,  appellants, 
V.  Augustus  H.  Evans  and  John  A.  Dougherty, 
apj^ellees. 

Aiypeal  from  jSt.    Clair. 

Where  a  demurrer  to  a  declaration  is  overruled,  if  the  defendant  wishes  to  plead  over, 
he  should  ask  leave  to  withdraw  his  demurrer,  and  file  a  plea.  The  granting  or  refus- 
ing such  a  motion  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court. 

It  is  not  error  for  the  Court  to  strike  from  the  files  a  plea,  filed  without  leave,  after  a 
defendant's  demurrer  has  been  overruled. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  August  term, 
1839,  before  the  Hon.  Sidney  Breese.  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  plaintiffs.     The  defendants  appealed  to  this  Court. 

James  Shields,  for  the  appellants. 

Lyman  Trumbull,  for  the  appellees,  cited  Godfrey  et  al.  v 
Buckmaster,  1  Scam.,  447. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  in  the  St.  Clair  Cir- 
cuit Court,  by  Evans  and  Dougherty  against  Conradi  and  Hil- 
gard, on  an  assigned  promissory  note.  The  declaration  is  in  the 
usual  form.  The  defendants  below  demurred  specially,  and  the 
phuntiffs  joined  in  demurrer.  After  argument  in  the  Court  below, 
the  demurrer  was  overruled  and  decided  to  be  frivolous  ;  where- 
upon the  Circuit  Court  gave  interlocutory  judgment  for  the  plaint- 
iff, and  ordered  an  assessment  of  damages.  Upon  the  report  of 
the  clerk,  final  judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiffs  below  for  the 
sum  assessed  by  the  clerk. 

By  a  bill  of  exceptions  contained  in  the  record,  the  following 
facts  also  appear:  "That  when  this  cause  was  called,  on  motion 
of  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiffs,  for  a  judgment  for  default  of  plea, 
on  the  fourth  day  of  the  term,  it  was  objected  by  the  defendants' 
counsel,  that  there  was  a  plea  filed  in  the  case  the  day  before. 
The  plaintiffs'  counsel  thereupon  insisted,  that,  as  the  rule  of 
Vol.  IL  24 
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Court  had  not  been  complied  with,  by  filing  a  plea  by  Wednesday 
morning,  but,  instead  thereof,  a  demurrer,  which  had  been  adjudged 
by  the  Court  frivolous,  and  that  no  leave  had  been  granted  to 
withdraw  said  demurrer  and  file  a  plea,  it  was,  therefore,  ordered 
by  the  Court  that  said  plea,  so  filed  without  leave,  be  taken  from 
the  files,  and  considered  as  no  plea,  and  that  judgment  be  entered 
for  the  plaintiffs  as  for  want  of  a  plea,  or  by  nil  dicity 

The  appellants  contend,  1st.  That  leave  to  file  a  plea  after 
demurrer  is  of  course ;  2d.  That  a  plea  having  been  filed  at  the 
calling  of  the  cause,  the  Court  could  not  give  judgment  for  default 
of  a  plea  ;  and,  od.  That  a  Court  cannot  direct  a  plea,  which  has 
been  regularly  filed  in  a  cause,  to  be  withdrawn  from  the  files. 

This  Court,  in  the  case  of  Clemson  and  Waters  against  the 
State  Bank  of  Illinois,(l)  decided,  that  when  a  plea  is  filed  the 
plaintiff  either  replies  by  taking  issue,  or  setting  up  new  matter 
in  avoidance  or  demurs.  If  the  plaintiff  demurs  to  the  defend- 
ant's plea,  the  law,  arising  in  the  case,  is  referred  to  the  Court ; 
and  if  the  plea  furnishes  no  legal  defense  to  the  action,  the  judg- 
ment is  either  interlocutory  or  final,  according  to  the  nature  of 
the  action.  The  only  mode  given  to  the  defendant,  to  contest  the 
facts  set  out  in  the  declaration,  is  by  applying  to  the  Court  for 
leave  to  withdraw  the  bad  plea,  and  plead  denovo  ;  which  applica- 
tion rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  Court  to  grant  or  refuse. 
No  motion  having  been  made  for  leave  to  withdraw  the  plea,  and 
plead  again,  the  defendant  elected  to  abide  by  the  goodness  of  his 
plea,  and  he  cannot  now  assign  for  error  that  the  Court  ought  to 
have  given  judgment  of  res'pondeat  ouster. [a)  The  principles  decided 
in  this  case  justify  the  practice  pursued  in  the  Court  below. 
The  defendants  below,  not  having  obtained  leave  to  withdraw 
their  demurrer,  elected  to  stand  by  it;  and,  of  course,  their  sub- 
sequently filing  a  plea  without  leave  of  the  Court  was  irregular, 
and  the  Court  correctly  decided  that  it  should  be  taken  from  the 
files  of  the  Court. 

The  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(1)  1  Scam.,  45.  («)  Herrington  v.  Stevens,  26  111.  E.,  298. 
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Joiiisr  H.  Kinzie,  appellant,  v.  The   Trustees    of   the 
Town  of  Chicago,  appellees. 

Appeal  from  Go  oh. 

A  body  corporate  can  act  only  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  law  creatinff  it. 

A  lease,  executed  by  the  "  Trustees  of  the  town  of  Chicago,"  without  the  corporate  seal, 

is  void.(ff) 
The  mode  of  assenting  to,  and  authenticating;,  the  acts  of  a  corporate  body,  which  nees  a 

seal,  is  to  affix  the  seal,  with  a  declaration  that  it  is  the  seal  of  the  corporation,  and  to 

verify  the  act  by  the  signatures  of  the  president  and  secretary. 
A  plea  to  an  action  upon  a  note,  that  the  consideration  was  a  lease  which  was  illegal, 

null  and  void,  is  good. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  May  terra, 
1837,  before  the  Hon.  John  Pearson. 

James  Grant  and  J.  Young  Scammon,  for  the  appellant. 

Thomas  Ford,  for  the  appellee. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  assimipsii  on  two  promissory  notes,  made 
by  Kinzie,  and  indorsed  to  the  Trustees, 

The  declaration  is  in  the  usual  form.  The  defendant,  in  the 
Circuit  Court,  pleaded  nine  several  pleas,  some  of  which  averred 
special  matter,  and  a  want  of  consideration,  and  failure  of  consid- 
eration for  the  making  of  the  notes,  while  others  averred  a  want 
of  power  in  the  Trustees  to  make  two  certain  leases,  for  which  it 
is  alleged  the  notes  were  given.  The  fifth  plea  states  that  the 
notes  were  given  for  two  leases,  made  by  the  Trustees  to  the 
defendant,  for  the  wharfing  privilege  in  front  of  Lot  number  One, 
and  twenty  feet  on  the  east  side  of  Lot  Two,  in  Block  Two,  in  the 
original  town  of  Chicago  ;  and  that  the  said  cases  were  illegal,  null 
and  void ;  and  that,  therefore,  there  was  an  entire  failure  of  the 
whole  consideration  on  which  the  notes  were  founded. 

The  Trustees  replied  to  the  first,  second,  fourth  and  fifth  pleas 
of  the  defendant,  by  setting  out  the  two  leases  in  hoec  verba  ;  and 
averred  that  the  execution  and  delivery  to  the  defendant  of  their 
leases  were  the  considerations  upon  which  the  notes  were  given, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  payment  of  the  rent  then  due. 

To  this  replication  there  was  a  demurrer,  and  special  causes  of 
demurrer,  besides  general  ones,  were  assigned. 

It  does  not,  however,  become  important  to  notice  those  special 
causes,  nor  to  state  the  other  portions  of  the  pleadings  in  the 
cause,  as  we  apprehend  the  case  will  turn  on  the  question  of  the 
legality  of  the  two  leases  set  out  in  the  replication.      If  those 

[a]  Post,  228. 
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leases  are  void,  then  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  Circuit  Court 
ought  to  have  rendered  judgment  for  the  defendant  on  the 
demurrer. 

By  the  "  J-C^'  of  February  11th,  1835,  "to  change  the  corporate 
^loxuers  of  the  toion  of  Chicago,^'' {V)  it  is  declared,  that  the  individ- 
uals therein  named,  and  their  successors,  shall  be  a  body  politic 
and  corporate  by  the  name  of  the  "  Trustees  of  the  town  of  Chi- 
cago," and  that  they  shall  have  a  common  seal.  The  Trustees, 
then,  being  a  bod}''  corporate,  the  invariable  rule  is,  that  such  body 
can  act  only  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  law  creating  it.  This 
■was  so  held  in  the  case  of  Betts  v.  Menard,  decided  in  this  Court, 
December  term,  1831.(2)  Testing  the  execution  of  the  leases  by 
this  rule,  it  will  be  seen  that  these  leases  are  void  for  want  of  the 
corporate  seal  being  affixed  to  them.(a)  In  the  mode  of  execution 
adopted,  it  is  declared,  in  phraseology  peculiar  to  itself  in  this 
case,  that  the  parties  have  "interchangeably  set  their  hands  and 
seals  in  duplicate  "  to  the  leases.  The  signatures  the  trustees  fol- 
low, and  then  Kinzie's  signature,  to  whose  name  a  seal  is  attached. 
jSTo  seals  are  attached  to  the  names  of  the  Trustees  ;  but  a  single 
seal  is  placed  to  the  left  of  the  signatures  of  the  Trustees. 

It  is,  therefore,  apparent  that  it  is  not  the  seal  of  the  corporation. 
It  is  neither  so  declared,  nor  does  it  seem  so  to  be  in  point  of 
fiict.  The  mode  of  assenting  to  and  authenticating  acts  of  a  cor- 
pprate  body,  which  uses  a  seal,  is  to  affix  the  seal  with  a  declara- 
tion that  it  is  the  seal  of  the  corporation,  and  to  verify  the  act  by 
the  signatures  of  the  president  and  secretary  of  the  corporation. 

The  law,  then,  recognizing  no  other  mode  of  authenticating 
instruments  like  those  in  question,  by  the  corporation,  and  being 
confined  to  this  mode,  and  it  not  having  been  adopted,  it  is  most 
certain  that  the  leases  are  a  nullity,  and  conferred  no  rights  what- 
ever. The  Circuit  Court,  therefore,  erred  in  not  sustaining  the 
demurrer  to  the  replication. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed,  and  judgment 
rendered  on  the  demurrer  in  this  Court,  for  the  defendant  in  the 
Court  below,  with  costs. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(1)  Acts  of  1835,  204.  f2)  Breese's  App.,  10. 

(a)  Met.  Bank  v.  Godfrey,  23  111.  R  ,  602 ;  Bank  of  Met.  v.  Guttschlick,  14  Pet.  U.  S. 
R.,  19.  . 
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Tlie  People  v.  Pearson. 


The  People  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  ex  Telaiiou.e 
lloBEiiT  C.  Bristol,  v.  John  Peakson,  Judge  of  tlie 
Seventh  Judicial  Circuit  of  the  State  of  Illinois. 

Application  for  a  writ  of  3Iandamus. 

Where  u  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  refused  to  sign  a  bill  of  exceptions  tendered  to  him 
upon  the  trial  of  a  cause,  but  signed  the  bill  of  exceptions  after  amending  it,  by  striking 
out  a  material  portion  of  the  bill,  the  Supreme  Court  granted  a  writ  of  mandamus 
to  compel  him  to  sign  the  bill  of  exceptions  as  originally  presented  to  him. 

Where  an  alternative  writ  of  mandamus  was  granted  to  a  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court,  to 
compel  him  to  sign  a  bill  of  exceptions,  and  the  writ  was  delivered  to  the  judge,  but 
not  returned  by  him,  the  Supreme  Court  granted  a  peremptory  ■writ,  requiring  him  to 
sign  the  bill  of  exceptions. 

Where  a  judge  of  an  inferior  court  is  of  opinion,  that  a  bill  of  exceptions,  which  he  has 
been  required,  by  an  alternative  writ  of  mandamus,  to  sign  or  show  cause  for  not  sign- 
ing, is  objectionable,  or  contains  matter  which  was  not  excepted  to,  or  the  same  is  imtruly 
or  incorrectly  stated  in  the  bill,  he  should  return  the  cause  of  his  objections.  The 
Supreme  Court  will  Bot  compel  the  signing  of  a  bill  which  does  not  truly  state  the  facts, 
as  they  occurred  on  the  trial. 

The  signing,  sealing,  and  approving  of  a  bill  of  exceptions  is  a  ministerial  act,  and  the 
Supreme  Court  will  compel,  by  writ  of  mandamus ,  a  judge  of  a  Circuit  Court  to  sign 
and  seal  a  bill  of  exceptions  taken  on  the  trial ;  but  the  judge  must  determine  its  accu- 
racy, and  whether  it  correctly  recites  the  points  made,  and  opinions  excepted  to ;  and  if 
it  correctly  sets  out  the  facts,  he  must  sign  it. 

Semb/e,  That  the  practice  should  be  to  reduce  the  exceptions  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
to  writing  during  the  progress  of  the  trial,  and  have  the  bill  of  exceptions  completed 
while  the  facts  are  fresh  m  the  minds  of  the  Court  and  parties. 

Semble.  That  a  party  has  a  right  to  have  all  of  the  facts  connected  with  the  decision  of 
the  Court,  which  was  excepted  to,  included  in  his  bill  of  exceptions  ;  and  if  the  inferior 
court  refuse  to  sign  a  bill  of  exceptions  containing  all  of  the  facts,  the  Court  will  com- 
pel a  compliance  by  mandamus  .(a) 

Scmhic,  That  a  Supreme  Court  will  never  compel  an  inferior  court  to  do  an  act  in  regard 
to  which  the  inferior  court  is  vested  with  a  judicial  discretion. 

At  the  July  term  of  this  Court,  in  the  year  1839,  J.  Young 
Scammon,  attorney  for  Robert  C.  Bristol,  filed  the  record  of  the 
caus  e  of  John  F.  Philips  v.  Robert  G.  Bristol,  which  was  tried  in  the 
Gook  Gircuit  Gourt,  at  the  May  special  term,  1839,  and  appealed 
to  this  Gourt.  At  the  same  time,  he  moved  for  a  writ  of  maii- 
damus  against  the  judge  who  tried  the  cause,  to  compel  him  to 
sign  a  certain  bill  of  exceptions  which  was  tendered  to  him  on  the 
trial,  and  filed  the  following  affidavit  and  notice,  accompanied  by 
the  exhibits  mentioned  therein  : 

"  State  of  Illinois,  Supreme  Gourt,  July  Term,  A.  D.  1839. 

"J;  Young  Scammon  doth  solemnly,  sincerely,  and  truly  declare 
and  aflirm,  that  at  the  last  May  special  term  of  the  Gook  Gircuit 
Gourt,  held  at  Ghicago,  in  the  county  of  Gook,  and  State  of  Illi- 
nois, his  Honor,  John  Pearson,  presiding  as  judge  thereof,  a  suit 
was  called  wherein  John  F.  Phillips  was  plaintiff,  and  Robert  C. 
Bristol  was  defendant ;   a  copy  of  the  record  and  proceedings  in 

(«)See  People  v.  Jameson,  10  111.  R.,  93. 
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which  suit,  as  they  appear  of  record,  are  hereto  annexed,  marked 
A.  That  this  affiant  was  one  of  the  attoYneys  and  counsel  for  said 
Bristol,  and  that,  at  the  calling  of  said  cause,  the  plaintiff,  by  his 
counsel,  filed  his  exceptions  to  portions  of  the  deposition  of  John 
Moore,  a  witness  whose  deposition  had  previously  been  taken,  and 
which  was  on  file  to  be  used  as  testimony  on  the  trial  of  said  cause 
in  said  Court ;  a  copy  of  which  deposition,  marked  B, — and  of 
said  exceptions,  marked  0, — are  hereto  annexed  and  made  a  part 
of  this  affidavit.  That  the  judge  aforesaid  sustained  said  excep- 
tions, and  excluded  the  following  portions  of  said  Moore's  deposi- 
tion, to  wit:  'In  answer  to  the  question  put  by  defendant's  coun- 
sel. In  whose  name  were  the  papers  made  out,  as  master  of  the 
steamboat  Madison,  in  1838?  the  witness  says,  that  they  were 
taken  out  in  the  name  of  John  McFadgen  :  the  above  question 
was  objected  to,  and  the  answer  taken  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the 
Court.  In  answer  to  the  question,  In  whose  name  were  bills  of 
lading  signed  for  goods  shipped  on  board  the  bof^t  during  the  trip 
Mrs.  Phillips  came  up  ?  the  witness  says,  they  were  generally 
signed  by  witness  as  clerk,  and  sometimes  in  the  name  of  John 
McFadgen,  but  recollects  none  signed  in  the  name  of  Captain 
Bristol ;  still  there  may  have  been  some  thus  signed,' — which 
were  marked  as  excluded,  in  pencil,  on  said  deposition,  and  the 
same  were  not  read  or  given  m  evidence  to  the  jury. 

"  To  the  opinion  of  the  Court  in  excluding  said  portions  of  said 
deposition,  the  said  Bristol  then  and  there,  by  his  counsel,  this 
affiant,  excepted. 

"  This  af^ant  further  states  that  in  the  progress  of  said  cause 
the  defendant,  by  this  affiant,  as  his  counsel  aforesaid,  excepted  to 
the  opinions  of  said  Court  in  several  other  particulars,  and 
embodied  the  foregoing  exceptions,  together  with  all  the  exceptions 
taken  by  him  to  the  opinions  and  decisions  of  the  Court  during  the 
trial  of  said  cause,  in  a  bill  of  exceptions,  of  which  a  true  copy  is 
hereto  annexed,  marked.  D,  and  made  a  part  of  this  affidavit ;  and, 
before  the  jury  had  retired  from  the  bar  of  the  Court,  tendered  the 
same  to  said  judge,  with  a  request  that  he  should  sign  and  seal  the 
same  in  conformity  with  the  law ;  that  the  said  judge  replied,  there 
was  no  hurry  about  it,  that  it  was  all  matter  of  record  and  he  would 
sign  the  bill  of  exceptions  if  said  Scammon  had  copied  correctl}^ 
from  the  depositions  the  parts  excepted  to,  and  the  receipt  in  said 
bill  of  exceptions  contained,  signed  by  said  Bristol.  Thq  said 
judge  took  the  bill  of  exceptions,  and  a  few  days  afterwards  asked 
Isaac  N.  Arnold,  Esquire,  the  counsel  of  said  plaintiff,  Phillips, 
upon  the  trial  of  said  cause,  to  examine  the  said  bill  of  exceptions ; 
that  said  Arnold  did  examine  the  same,  as  this  affiant  is  informed 
by  him,  and  stated  to  the  Court,  the  said  judge,  that  he  had  com- 
pared those  portions  of  the  deposition  that  were  included  in  the  bill 
of  exceptions,  and  excluded  by  the  Court,  and  found  them  correctly 
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copied.  That  the  judge  then  put  the  bill  of  exceptions  in  his 
])()cket,  as  this  afliant  believes,  and  did  not  return  it  to  this  affiant 
till  nearly  a  week  after  the  time  it  was  first  tendered  to  him,  and 
when  it  was  returned  to  this  affiant  it  was  in  the  shape,  form,  and 
words  contained  in  a  true  copy  hereto  annexed,  marked  JE;  that 
this  affiant  then  informed  the  Court  that  said  bill  of  exceptions,  as 
signed,  did  not  contain  all  the  facts,  and  requested  the  said  judge 
to  amend  it,  so  as  to  conform  to  the  foots,  by  inserting  in  it  all  the 
words  that  were  excluded  from  said  deposition  as  aforesaid  :  which 
he  wholly  refused  to  do,  unless  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  would 
consent  to  it.  This  affiant  further  saith,  that  said  bill  of  exceptions, 
tendered  as  aforesaid,  by  this  affiant,  to  his  Honor,  Judge  Pearson, 
contained  the  facts  just  as  they  transpired  on  the  trial  of  said  cause, 
and  nothing  more;  that  the  portions  of  said  deposition  which  were 
excluded  by  said  judge  were  copied,  word  for  word,  and  letter  for 
letter,  from  said  deposition,  and  that  the  bill  of  exceptions  signed 
by  said  judge  does  not  contain  all  the  facts,  but  entirely  omits,  as 
this  affiant  believes,  the  most  material  part  of  said  deposition  which 
was  excluded.  ''J.  YOUNG  SCAMMON. 

"Duly  affirmed  to,  according  to  law,  before  me,  this  11th  day 
of  July,  A.  D.  1839.  "J.  M.  Duncan,  Glerf' 

"  John  F.  Philips  v.  Robert  C.  Bristol. 

''  To  Isaac  N.  Arnold,  Esq.,  Attorney  and  Counsel  for  said  John 
F.  Philips. 

''Sir,  —  Please  to  take  notice,  that  at  the  July  term  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  to  be  holden  at  Springfield, 
in  said  State,  on  the  second  Monday  of  the  month  of  July  instant, 
I  shall  move  said  Court  for  a  writ  of  mandamus,  to  be  directed  to 
John  Pearson,  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Cook  county,  in  said 
State,  commanding  him  to  sign  and  seal  the  said  bill  of  exceptions, 
a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  annexed,  which  were  tendered  to  said 
judge  on  the  trial  of  the  cause  in  the  said  Circuit  Court  of  Cook 
county,  wherein  said  John  F.  Philips  was  plaintiff,  and  Robert  C. 
Bristol  was  defendant,  by  the  said  defendant's  counsel,  at  the  last 
May  special  terra  of  said  Court ;  which  motion  will  be  predicated 
upon  the  foregoing  affidavit  and  the  papers  thereto  annexed. 

"ROBERT  C.  BRISTOL,  hj 

J.  Youisra  Scammojst,  his  Aity. 
"July  3c/,  1839. 

"  I  hereby  acknowledge  due  service  of  the  foregoing  notice  and 
papers,  this  3d  day  of  July,  A.  D.  1839. 

"LK  ARNOLD,  ^%  for 
John  F.  Phillips." 

A  copy  of  the  bill  of  exceptions  tendered  to  the  judge,  and 
referred  to  as  exhibit  D^  is  contained  in  the  writ  of  mandamus.    The 


192  DECEMBER  TERM,  1839. 

The  People  v   Peurson. 

copy  of  the  bill  of  exceptions  signed  by  the  judge,  and  I'efei'i'ed 
to  in  the  foregoing  affidavit,  as  exliibit  E,  is  as  follows,  the  parts 
erased  by  the  judge  being  printed  in  italics,  and  the  interlineations 
made  by  him  being  included  in  brackets  :(i) 

•    "  Cook  Circuit  Court,  May  Special  Term,  A.  D.  1839. 
Robert  C.  Bristol  ) 

ads.  >  Assumpsit. 

John  R  Phillips     ) 

"Be  it  remembered,  that  when  this  case  was  called  for  trial  the 
plaintiff  filed  his  exceptions  to  the  deposition  of  John  Moore, 
which  said  exceptions  are  in  the  words  and  figures  following  :  (Here 
insert  them,)  ['  In  whose  name  were  the  papers  made  out  as  master 
of  the  steam-boat  Madison,  in  1838  ? ']  And  upon  motion  of  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  the  Court  excluded  the  following  portions  of 
said  Moore's  deposition,  to  wit : 

"  '  In  answer  to  the  question  put  by  the  defendant's  counsel.  In 
whose  name  were  the  papers  made  out  as  master  of  the  steam  boat 
Madison,  in  1838  ?  the  ivitness  says  they  were  taken  out  in  the 
name  of  John  McFadgen :''  the  above  question  was  objected  to,  and 
the  answer  taken  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court.' 

"  *  In  answer  to  the  question.  In  whose  name  were  bills  of  lading 
signed  for  goods  shipped  on  board  the  boat  during  the  trip  Mrs. 
Phillips  came  up  ?  witness  says  they  were  generally  signed  hy  ivit- 
ness, as  clerk,  and  sometimes  in  the  name  of  John  McFadgen,  hut 
recollects  none  signed  in  the  name  of  Capt.  Bristol ;  still  there  may 
have  been  some  thus  signed.^  To  which  opinion  of  the  Court,  in 
excluding  such  portions  of  said  deposition,  the  defendant,  by  his 
counsel,  then  and  there  excepted.  The  defendant  then  offered  in 
evidence  the  following  paper,  calling  in  the  clearance  papers  of  the 
James  Madison ;  (Mere  insert  it.)  The  plaintiff's  counsel  objected, 
and  the  objection  was  sustained,  (See  bill  of  exceptions  copied 
into  the  writ  of  mandamus^  page  197,  for  so  much  of  the  bill  as 
is  omitted  here.) 

'"Reed,  Chicago,  25  May,  1838,  from  Kinzie  &  Hunter, 
three  hundred  yy^-  dollars,  being  in  full  for  chgs.  on  goods,  per 
S.  B.  Madison,  as  noted  on  the  bills  of  lading. 

"  '  $300.57.  R.  C.  BRISTOL.' 

"  To  the  reading  in  evidence  to  the  jury  of  said  receipt,  [after 
proving  by  the  witness  the  handwriting  of  Bristol,  and  that  it  was 
the  common  book  and  practice  to  sign  the  receipts  in  this  way,  as 
captain,]  the  defendant  objected,  and  the  Court  overruled  the 
objection,  and  permitted  the  said  receipt  to  be  read  to  the  jury, 
as  evidence ;  to  which  said  opinions  the  defendant  excepts 
severally,  and  prays  the  Court  to  sign  and  seal  this  his  bill  of 
exceptions,  and  make  it  a  part  of  the  record  in  this  case,  which  is 
done.         ■  "  JOHN  PEARSON,  [seal.]  " 

U)  The  exhibits  are  omitted  by  the  Reporter. 
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J.  Young  Scammon,  for  the  relator : 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  jadge  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  sign  and 
seal  the  bill  of  exceptions  tendered  to  him  in  this  case.  The 
statute  is  imperative,  E.  L.,  491,  §  19  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  533.  The 
remedy  for  his  refusal  is  by  mandamus. 

"If,  either  in  his  directions  or  decisions,  the  judge  mistakes  the 
law  by  ignorance,  inadvertence  or  design,  the  counsel  on  either 
side  may  require  him  publicly  to  seal  a  bill  of  exceptions,  stating 
the  point  wherein  he  is  supposed  to  err ;  and  this  he  is  obliged  to 
seal  by  statute  Westminster  2,  13  Edward  1,  c.  31 ;  or,  if  he 
refuses  so^to  do,  the  party  may  have  a  compulsory  writ  against 
him,  commanding  him  to  seal  it,  if  the  fact  alleged  be  truly  stated.'' 
3  Black.  Com.,  372. 

The  Supreme  Court  has  power  to  grant  a  writ  of  mandamus. 
Art.  IV.  of  Const.  111.,  §  2.  This  has  been  recognized  by  the 
Court  in  the  case  of  Street  v.  The  Co.  Com.  of  Gallatin  County, 
Breese,  25. 

A.  mandainus  issues  in  general  in"  all  cases  where  the  injured 
party  has  a  right  to  have  any  thing  done,  and  has  no  other  speci- 
fic means  of  compelling  its  performance.  6  Wheeler's  Am.  Com. 
Law,  555 ;  The  People  v.  Brooklyn,  1  Wend.,  318 ;  2  Wheat 
Selwyn,  1093,  title  ^^Ilandamus,^^  and  authorities  there  cited. 

The  power  of  issuing  a  mandamus  to  an  inferior  court  to  com- 
pel it  to  sign  and  seal  a  bill  of  exceptions  is  incident  to  supervis- 
ing courts. 

The  authority  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio  to  issue  a  man- 
damus, commanding  the  judges  of  the  Common  Pleas  to  sign  a 
bill  of  exceptions,  cannot  be  doubted.  State  of  Ohio  v.  Todd 
el  al,  4  Ham.,  351. 

A  mandamus  lies  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York  to  a 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  to  compel  them  to  seal  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions. The  People  v.  The  judges  of  Washington,  1  Caines,  511  ; 
The  People  v.  Judges  of  Westchester,  2  Johns.  Cas.,  118 ;  Cole- 
man, 135 ;  Sikes  v.  Ransom,  6  Johns.,  279. 

It  lies  also  to  amend  a  bill  of  exceptions  according  to  the  truth 
of  the  case.  Sikes  v.  Ransom,  6  Johns.,  279. 

Mandamus  lies  to  the  Circuit  judge  to  seal  a  bill  of  exceptions. 
Delavan  v.  Bordman,  5  Wend.,  132;  Ex  parte  Robson,  Walker, 
412  ;  Ex  parte  Cranes,  5  Peters,  190. 

But  a  peremptory  mandamus  to  a  Court  of  Common  Pleas  is 
not  granted  in  the  first  instance,  but  an  alternative  mandamus^  or 
rule  to  show  cause.  The  People  v.  Judges  of  Cayuga,  2  Johns., 
68 ;  The  People  v.  Judges  of  Washington,  1  Caines,  511. 

The  judge  in  this  case  declared  that  he  would  sign  no  bill  of 

exceptions  containing  the  evidence.     He  might  as  well,  in  most 

cases,  refuse  to  sign  any  bill  of  exceptions,  as  to  refuse  to  sign 

one  containing  the  evidence.     In  very  many  cases  it  is  impossible 

Vol.  IL  25 


194  DECEMBER  TERM,  1839. 

The  People  v.  Pearson. 

for  the  Supreme  Court  to  determine  whether  the  decision  of  the 
Court  below  was  erroneous,  without  having  the  facts.  And  where 
a  portion  of  a  deposition  is  excluded,  all  of  the  excluded  portions 
of  the  deposition  should  be  set  out  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  to 
enable  this  Court  to  judge  whether  the  party  excepting  has  been 
injured  by  the  decision  complained  of. 

The  decision  of  an  inferior  court  may  be  incorrect  in  point  of 
abstract  law,  when  yet  it  may  not  be  ground  of  error  in  the  case 
in  which  it  is  made. 

The  whole  of  the  evidence,  whether  oral  or  written,  on  which 
the  allegation  of  error  depends,  ought  to  be  set  forth.  5  Dow, 
225 ;  2  Dunl.  Pract.,  643. 

The  following  authorities  are  cited  to  show  that  it  is  not  only 
necessary  but  indispensible  to  incorporate  evidence  in  a  bill  of 
exceptions. 

It  does  not  follow  as  a  necessary  consequence  to  the  asking  of 
a  question,  that  the  answer  will  be  in  the  affirmative ;  and  unless 
the  answer  constitutes  illegal  testimony  for  the  party  calling  a  wit- 
ness, it  is  no  ground  of  exception.  The  province  of  a  bill  of 
exceptions  taken  in  the  progress  of  a  trial  is  to  show  that  improper 
testimony  has  been  received,  or  proper  testimony  rejected. 

Where  an  exception  is  taken  to  a  question  asked  a  witness  on 
the  trial  of  a  cause,  if  the  answer  of  the  witness  is  not  given  in 
the  bill  of  exceptions  the  Supreme  Court  cannot  know  that  the 
Circuit  Court  received  improper  testimony.  Miller  v.  Houcke 
et  al,  1  Scam.,  501. 

An  exception  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  must  show  its  rele- 
vancy to  the  case.  Brown  v.  McConnel,  1  Bibb,  266 ;  Beau- 
champ  V.  Tennel,  Ibid.^  442. 

A  party  excepting  should  spread  the  whole  evidence  touching 
the  point  decided,  on  the  record ;  if  he  fail  to  do  so,  every  intend- 
ment will  be  indulged  in  favor  of  the  judgment.  Hodges  v. 
Biggs,  2  Marsh.,  222  ;  Taylor  v.  Mayo,  Ibid.,  251 ;  Payne  v. 
Bettisworth,  Ibid.,  428;  Shryock  v.  Morton,  Ibid.^  563.  See 
also  Blue  v,  Kibby,  1  Monroe,  196. 

A  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  decisions  of  the  Court  on  a  plea  of 
nul  tiel  record  must  show  the  evidence  on  the  trial,  otherwise  the 
Court  of  Appeals  will  not  disturb  the  decisions  of  the  inferior 
court.  Fowler  v.  Commonwealth,  4  Monroe,  129. 

A  bill  of  exceptions  taken  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  in  giving 
instructions  will  not  be  ground  of  reversal,  unless  it  appear 
from  the  evidence  incorporated  in  the  record,  or  from  the  plead- 
ings, that  the  party  has  been  prejudiced  thereby.  Harrisons  v. 
Baker,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.,  318;  Beauchamp  v.  Morris,  1  Marsh. ^  521. 

See  an  application  of  the  same  principle,  to  a  case  where  incom- 
petent testimony  was  admitted.  Hodges  v.  Crutcher,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.,  504. 

The  bill  must  explicitly  state  the  facts  necessary  to  show  the 
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error.  Keath  v.  Patton,  2  Stewart,  38.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to 
state  all  the  evidence.  Allen  v,  Booker,  2  Stewart,  21. 

The  party  who  excepts  to  the  admission  of  evidence  must  show, 
in  his  bill,  what  the  evidence  was,  or  the  exception  to  it  will  be 
considered  as  waived,  Snowden  v.  Warder,  3  Rawle,  101. 

The  bill  must  distinctly  show  wherein  the  party  may  have  been 
prejudiced  by  the  decision  excepted  to  ;  for  the  Court  is  not  bound 
to  give  an  opinion  on  an  abstract  question  of  law,  not  belonging,  or 
not  shown,  by  the  bill,  to  belong  to  the  cause.  McDougal  v.  Flem- 
ing, 4  Ham.,  388 ;  Kmg  v.  Kenny,  4  Ham.,  79  ;  Hamilton  v.  Rus- 
sel,  1  Cranch,  318 ;  Osboura  v.  State,  7  Ham.  (Part  1st),  214 ; 
Wilson  V.  Jackson,  Minor,  399. 

A  deposition  excepted  to  for  impertinenc}'-  should  be  spread 
upon  the  record.  Stearns  v.  Warner,  2  Aiken,  26.  See  Lovell  v. 
Arnold,  2  Munf ,  167. 

If  exception  is  taken  to  the  refusal  of  a  judge,  to  instruct  the 
jury  in  the  manner  requested,  the  bill  must  set  forth  so  much  of  the 
evidence  as  will  show  that  the  desired  instruction  was  proper  in  the 
case.  Aliter^  where  exception  is  taken  to  the  law,  as  announced 
in  instructions  actually  given.  Peden  v.  Moore,  1  Stew,  and 
Port.,  71.  See,  also,  Swafford  v.  Dovernor,  1  Scam.,  165; 
Gdlmore  v.  Ballard,  /cZem,  252  ;  Ballingall  v.  Spraggins,  /c?em,  330 ; 
2  Tuck.  Com..  293,  294 ;  5  Wheeler's  Am.  Com.  Law,  186 ; 
Budd  V.  Crea,  1  Halstead,  370. 

In  this  case,  the  evidence  which  was  excluded  from  the  deposi- 
tion, bill  of  exceptions,  and  the  jury,  related  tothe  very  gist  of  the 
action,  —  which  was,  whether  the  defendant  was  master  of  the 
vessel  upon  which  the  plaintiff's  goods  were  shipped.  Besides, 
the  bill  of  exceptions,  inferentially,  states  the  evidence  went  to 
the  jury;  because,  it  says,  that  such  portions  were  excluded, 
leaving  the  inference  that  all  those  portions  which  are  not  stated  in 
the  bill  of  exceptions  signed  by  the  judge  (including  the  evidence 
excluded)  were  given  to  the  jury. 

It  seems,  after  all,  that  the  judge  was  not  very  scrupulous  about 
admitting  evidence  in  a  bill  of  exceptions,  when  it  suited  his  con- 
venience, or  tended  to  strengthen,  in  his  opinion,  his  decision ;  for 
he  admitted  the  receipt  of  the  defendant,  and  inserted,  in  his  own 
handwriting,  the  testimony  of  the  witness  in  relation  thereto. 

There  cannot  be  any  doubt  that  the  evidence  in  this  case,  which 
was  excluded  by  the  judge,  was  material.  It  tended  directly  to 
show  that  the  defendant  was  not  liable.  Whether  it  was  material, 
or  not,  was  a  question  upon  which  the  defendant  desired  the  opinion 
of  the  Supreme  Court;  and  he  had  a  right  to  have  it  included  in 
his  bill  of  exceptions,  to  enable  this  Court  to  pass  upon  it.  The 
decision  of  the  Court  below,  in  refusing  to  sign  the  bill  of  exceptions 
tj-ndered  to  him,  was  unwarranted,  and  directly  in  defiance  of  the 
law,  and  the  defendant's  rights. 


196  DECEMBER  TERM,  1839. 

The  People  v.  Pearson. 

The  remedy  sought  in  this  case  is  the  only  one  found  in  the  law. 
It  is  full  and  ample  ;  and  this  Court  will  not  fail  to  exercise  it. 

The  Court  ordered  that  an  alternative  writ  of  7nandamiis  issue  to 
the  judge  of  the  Cook  County  Circuit  Court,  commanding  him  to 
sign  and  seal  the  bill  of  exceptions  presented  to  him,  or  to  show 
cause  by  the  first  day  of  the  next  term  of  this  Court  why  he  does 
not  the  sign  the  same. 

At  the  next  term  of  the  Court,  Mr.  Scammon  filed  in  Court  the 
following  copy  of  the  alternative  writ  of  maridamus,  and  presented 
the  following  affidavits : 

"  State  of  Illinois. 

"  The  People  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  to  John  Pearson,  Judge 
of  the  Cook  County  Circuit  Court,  Greeting : 

"  Whereas,  it  has  lately  been  represented  to  us,  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  before  our  justices  thereof,  on  the 
part  and  behalf  of  Robert  C.  Bristol,  that  at  a  Circuit  Court,  held 
in  and  for  the  county  of  Cook,  at  Chicago,  in  said  county,  on  the 
second  Monday  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  thirty-nine,  a  certain  suit  then  and  there  pending  in  the 
said  Circuit  Court,  before  you  the  said  judge,  wherein  John  F. 
Phillips  was  plaintiff,  and  Robert  C.  Bristol  was  defendant,  was 
called  for  trial,  and  tried  before  said  judge  and  a  jury,  and  a  verdict 
rendered  for  the  plaintiff"  in  said  suit ;  upon  which  you,  the  said 
judge,  rendered  a  judgment  thereon  against  said  Robert  C  Bristol ; 
and,  that  during  the  progress  of  said  trial  the  said  Robert  C. 
Bristol,  by  his  counsel,  did  then  and  there  exceptions  to  the 
opinions  of  you,  the  said  judge,  allege,  and  reduced  the  same  to 
writing,  and  tendered  the  same  to  you.  and  requested  you,  the  said 
judge,  to  sign  and  seal  the  same;  which  said  exceptions  were 
embodied  in  a  bill  of  exceptions,  in  substance,  as  follows : 

*' '  Cook  Circuit  Court,  May  Special  Term,  A.  D.  1839. 
" '  Robert  C.   Bristol  ) 

ads.  >-  Assumpsit. 

John  F.  Phillips.    ) 

"Be  it  remembered,  that  when  this  cause  was  called  for 
trial  the  plaintiff"  filed  his  exceptions  to  the  deposition  of  John 
Moore,  which  said  exceptions  are  in  the  words  and  figures  following 
(Here  insert  them);  and,  upon  motion  of  the  plaintiff''s  counsel, 
the  Court  excluded  the  following  portions  of  said  Moore's 
deposition,  to  wit: 

'"  "  In  answer  to  the  question,  put  by  the  defendant's  counsel, 
In  whose  name  were  the  papers  made  out  as  master  of  the  steam- 
boat Madison,  in  1838?  the  witness  says  they  were  taken  out  in 
the  name  of  John  McFadgen.  The  above  question  was  objected 
to,  and  the  answer  taken  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court." 

" '  "  In  answer  to  the  question.  In  whose  name  were  bills  of 


SPRINGFIELD.  197 


The  People  v.  Pearson. 


lading  signed  for  goods  shipped  on  board  the  boat  during  the  trip 
Mrs.  Phillips  came  up  ?  witness  says  they  were  generally  signed  by 
witness,  as  clerk,  and  sometimes  in  the  name  of  John  McFadgen, 
but  recollects  none  signed  in  the  name  of  Capt.  Bristol ;  still 
there  may  have  been  some  thus  signed."  To  which  opinion 
of  the  Court  in  excluding  such  portions  of  said  deposition,  the 
defendant,  by  his  counsel,  then  and  there  excepted.  The 
defendant  then  offered  in  evidence  the  following  paper,  calling  it 
the  clearance  papers  of  the  James  Madison  :  (Here  insert  it.) 

"  '  The  plaintiff's  counsel  objected,  and  the  objection  was  sus- 
tained. To  the  opinion  of  the  Court  in  sustaining  said  objection, 
and  excluding  said  paper,  the  defendant,  by  his  counsel,  excepted. 

"  '  The  plaintiff's  counsel  then  offered  in  evidence  the  signature 
of  Capt.  Bristol  to  the  following  receipt,  after  having  proved  the 
signature  by  J.  M.  Underwood,  to  wit: 

"  ' "  Steam-boat  Jas.  Madison,  25  May,  1838. 

S.  W.  Cooper, $3  35     J.  Pergsley, $55  36 

J.  &  O.  Smith, 50  00     Mr.  Sherman, 50 

John  McClay,   5  00  

Capt.  Miller, 6  75  $241  07 

Jas.  McDiIley,   8  57     A.  Perkins,  53  50 

S.  E.  Phelps, 30  81      J.  B.  Miller, 6  00 

A.  Hall, 20  50  

Chas.  Weston, 2  00  $300  57 

[M.]    58  73  == 

'""Eec'd,  Chicago,  25  May,  1838,  from  Kinzie  &  Hunter, 
three  hundred  -^-^^  dollars,  being  in  full  for  chgs.  on  goods,  per 
S.  B.  Madison,  as  noted  on  bills  of  lading. 

"  '  "  $300.57.  E.  C.  BEISTOL." 

"'To  the  reading  in  evidence  to  the  jury  of  the  said  receipt 
the  defendant  objected,  and  the  Court  overruled  the  objection,  and 
permitted  the  said  receipt  to  be  read  to  the  jury  as  evidence,  to 
which  said  opinions  the  defendant  excepts  severally,  and  prays 
the  Court  to  sign  and  seal  this,  his  bill' of  exceptions,  and  make  it 
a  part  of  the  record  in  this  case,  which  is  done.'  Which  excep- 
tions you,  the  said  judge,  refused  to  sign  and  seal:  Whereupon, 
we  being  willing  that  justice  should  be  done  in  the  premises,  do 
command  that  you,  the  said  judge,  do  sign  and  seal  the  said  bill  of 
exceptions,  according  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided ;  or,  in  default  thereof,  that  you  make  known  to  us,  in  said 
Supreme  Court,  before  our  justices  thereof,  at  the  court  room  in 
the  town  of  Springfield,  on  the  second  Monday  of  December 
next,  why  you  have  not  done  the  same. 

"  [l.  s.j  Witness,  the  Honorable  William  Wilson,  Chief 
Justice  of  our  said  Supreme  Court,  at  Springfield,  this  10th  day 
of  August,  A.  D.  1839.    J.  M.  Duncan,  Cl'L  &'.  C.  HU:' 
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"  State  of  Illinois,  ss. 

"J.  Young  Scammon,  attorney  for  Robert  C.  Bristol,  doth  sol- 
emnly, sincerely,  and  truly  declare  and  afiirm,  that  a  writ  of  man- 
damus, of  which  the  foregoing  is  a  true  copy,  and  a  true  copy  of 
the  bill  of  exceptions  therein  mentioned,  he  caused  to  be  delivered 
to  John  Pearson,  judge  of  the  Cook  Circuit  Court,  at  the  last 
November  term  of  said  Court,  at  Chicago,  in  the  county  of  Cook, 
in  open  Court;  that  said  John  Pearson,  judge  as  aforesaid,  threw 
the  said  writ  of  mandamus  and  copy  of  bill  of  exceptions  upon 
the  floor,  and  fined  the  attorney,  who  delivered  said  mandamus 
to  said  judge,  twenty  dollars,  for  alleged  contempt  of  Court  in 
serving  said  writ  of  mandamus,  as  will  appear  from  the  affidavit  of 
Thomas  Hoyne,  hereto  annexed,  and  made  a  part  of  this  affidavit; 
and  this  affiant  further  saith  that  the  said  judge  has  neglected  to 
return  said  writ,  or  to  sign  said  bill  of  exceptions,  wherefore  he 
prays  that  an  attachment  may  issue  against  the  said  John  Pearson, 
judge  as  aforesaid,  and  that  he  may  be  dealt  with  according  to 
law, — or  for  such  other  order  in  the  premises,  as  justice  shall 
require.  "  J.  YOUNG  SCAMMON.  " 

"  Duly  affirmed  before  me,  this  lith  day  of  January,  1840. 

"J.  M.  Duncan,  Cl'k  S.  C.  Ills.  " 

"  Monday,  Nov.  11th,  1839. 

"  The  Court  met  after  dinner  pursuant  to  adjournment  at  about 
half-past  one  o'clock. 

"Judge  Pearson  took  his  seat  on  the  platform,  and  I  stood  a 
little  to  his  right  hand  on  the  platform,  for  the  purpose  of  reading 
the  record.  My  position  was  such  that  I  faced  the  bar,  — both 
myself  and  Judge  Pearson  being  raised  about  three  feet  above 
the  bar.  Immediately  after,  the  deputy  sheriff  opened  Court  by 
proclamation,  and,  before  any  business  had  commenced  before  the 
Court,  Mr.  Butterfield  stepped  towards  the  Court,  and  standing 
between  the  bench  and  the  bar,  a  little  to  the  left  hand  of  the 
judge,  addressed  the  Court,  He  said  that  he  had  received  a 
communication  from  Col.  Strode,  who  had  been  suddenly  called 
out  of  town,  in  relation  to  business  of  the  Court,  which  was  of  an 
imperative  character.  Court  intimated  he  would  hear  it.  Mr. 
Butterfield  then  read  the  communication,  and  the  substance  of  an 
affidavit  in  the  case  of  the  People  against  John  Hudson,  and  moved 
for  the  trial  or  discharge  of  Hudson  at  this  term.  The  Court 
directed  Mr.  Butterfield  to  file  his  papers  and  motion,  which  Mr. 
Butterfield  did.  Mr.  Butterfield,  then,  with  marked  politeness 
and  mildness  of  manner,  handed  a  paper  to  the  judge,  saying  that 
it  was  a  bill  of  exceptions  in  the  case  of  Phillips  v.  Bristol,  tried 
at  a  former  term.  Court  said  '  I  did  not  sign  that  bill  of  excep- 
tions.' Mr.  Butterfield  replied  '  I  am  aware  of  it.  Sir,  and  here 
(handing  another  paper  to  the  Court)  is  a  writ  of  mandamus  from 
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the  Supreme  Court,  directing  3^011  to  sign  it.  Court  said,  '  What's 
that?'  Mr.  Butterfield,  in  the  same  courteousness  of  manner, 
repeated  his  remark.  The  Court,  holding  the  paper  towards 
Mr.  Butteriield,  said,  'Take  it  away,  Sir.'  Mr.  Butterfield  said, 
'I  cannot  take  it,  Sir, —  it  is  directed  to  your  Honor,  and  I  will 
leave  it  with  you.  I  have  discharged  ray  duty  in  serving  it  upon 
you,  and  cannot  take  it  back.'  The  Court  then  said,  Mr.  Clerk, 
enter  a  fine  of  twenty  dollars  against  Mr.  Butterfield.'  The  Court 
then  threw  the  papers  (bill  of  exceptions  and  mandamus)  over 
the  bench,  on  the  floor,  between  the  bench  and  bar.  The  Court 
then  said,  'What  do  you  mean,  Sir?'  Mr.  Butterfield  replied,  'I 
mean,  Sir,  to  proceed  by  attachment,  if  you  do  not  obey  it,' — or 
words  to  that  effect.  The  Court,  in  a  harsh  tone,  then  said  to  Mr. 
Butterfield,  'Sit  down,  Sir,  sit  down,  Sir,' — and  to  me,  'Pro- 
ceed with  the  record.  Sir.'  After  I  had  read  the  record  of  the 
preceding  week,  some  business  of  the  day  was  transacted,  and  I 
entered  that,  together  with  the  order  of  Court  to  fine  Mr.  Butter- 
field twenty  dollars  for  contempt.  The  business  of  the  Court 
then  under  immediate  consideration  being  disposed  of,  the  Court 
privately  asked  me  if  all  the  orders  had  been  entered,  when  I 
answered  '  Yes,  Sir.'  He  then  particularly  directed  my  attention 
to  an  entry  in  his  docket  of  the  fine  against  Mr.  Butterfield,  and 
asked  if  that  had  been  entered;  and  I  again  answered  '  Yes,  Sir.' 
He  continued,  'Did  you  enter  it  as  for  interruption  of  Court?' 
I  answered,  'No,  Sir.'  Then  he  (the  Court)  continued,  'Enter 
it  for  interrupting  the  Court;'  when  I  forthwith  interlined  the  pre- 
vious order,  so  as  to  read  '  for  a  contempt  of  Court,  for  an  inter- 
ruption thereof  I  then  proceeded  to  read,  by  order  of  Court, 
and  to  the  reading  of  said  order  for  contempt  of  Court  as  for  an 
interruption  thereof,  Mr.  Butterfield  excepted.  Mr.  Butterfield 
said  it  was  not  for  interruption  of  Court.  The  Court  told  me  to 
read  on ;  and  the  record  having  been  read,  the  Court  adjourned 
until  Court  in  course." 

"Thomas  Hoyne,  being  duly  sworn,  saith  that  the  facts  above 
set  forth  are,  to  the  best  of  his  recollection  and  belief,  the  truth  in 
the  premises.  "  THOMAS  HOYNE." 

"  Sworn  and  subscribed  before  me,  this  23d  day  of  November, 
A.  D.  1839.  "  Frederick  A.  Howe,  Justice  of  the  Peace.''''  ■ 

Upon  the  filing  of  these  papers,  J.  Young  Scammon,  the  attor- 
ney of  Bristol,  moved  for  an  attachment  against  the  said  judge, 
for  his  contempt  in  refusing  to  sign  the  bill  of  exceptions,  or  to 
make  return  of  the  writ,  or  for  such  other  relief  in  the  premises  as 
was  agreeable  to  law,  and  the  rules  of  the  Court.  The  counsel 
stated  that  the  case  was  a  novel  one.  He  had  not  been  able  to 
find  a  like  case  in  any  of  the  books  within  his  reach ;  and  he  was 
at  a  loss  to  determine  whether  an  attachment  should  be  issued 
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then,  or  wlietber  the  proper  course  was  to  issue  a  peremptor 
writ  and  await  the  return  thereof. 

Jesse  B.  Thomas,  Esq.,  an  attorney  of  the  Court,  suggested 
the  propriety  of  deferring  action  in  the  case  for  a  day  or  two. 
He  stated  that  he  had  received  a  letter  from  Judge  Pearson,  con- 
taining a  brief  and  argument  in  the  cause,  and  he  was  informed 
that  the  judge  intended  to  resist  the  application  then  made  ;  that 
the  judge  would  be  in  town  in  a  few  days.  Agreeably  to  the 
suggestion,  the  cause  was  postponed  for  some  days,  and  Judge 
Pearson  not  appearing,  Mr.  Thomas  filed  his  brief,  but  declined 
appearing  in  the  cause.     The  brief  is  as  follows : 

"  John  Pearson,  Judge  of  the  Seventh  Judicial  Circuit  Court 
of  Illinois,  understanding  from  an  examination  of  the  records  of  the 
Supreme  Court  in  said  State,  that,  on  application  of  J.  Y.  Scam- 
mon,  attorney  of  the  Court,  the  following  rale  has  been  entered  : 
(Here  insert  it)  requiring  the  said  John  Pearson  to  appear,  in  this 
Court,  and  show  cause  why  a  peremptory  mandamus  should  not 
issue,  requiring  and  ordering  him  to  sign  a  certain  bill  of  excep- 
tions, presented  in  the  Cook  Circuit  Court,  May  Term,  1839. 
Now,  the  said  judge  comes  into  this  Court,  and,  as  a  matter 
of  favor,  asks  the  opportunity  of  presenting  the  question  of 
jurisdiction  in  this  Court,  to  make  the  order  aforesaid,  and  also 
if  this  Court  can  issue  the  writ  aforesaid  for  a  non-compliance  v\rith 
said  rule.     All  which  is  respectfully  submitted. 

"JOHN  PEARSON,  Judge,  &cr 

"  1  Question.  The  Court  has  no  power  to  make  the  order,  or 
issue  a  mandamus,  in  any  case,  to  the  Circuit  Courts. 

"3  Black.  Com.,  p.  207,  or  265  and  110  (or)  85;  2  Sect 
4  Art.  Const.  HI.: '4  Sect.  Statute,  p.  147;  Rev.  Stat.,  p,  827, 
Sec-  12 ;  Do.,  p.  216,  Sec.  187 ;  491  Sec.  19. 

"  2.  If  they  have  the  power,  in  any  case,  it  cannot  be  exer- 
cised to  compel  a  Circuit  Court  to  sign  bills  of  exceptions.  The 
party  has  another  remedy;  and,  besides,  Courts  never  grant  it 
except  in  clear  cases,  to  persons,  corporations,  or  inferior  courts, 
refusing  to  do  an  act  clearl}^  appertaining  to  their  office.  The  sign- 
ing of  a  bill  of  exceptions  is  not  clear  and  unquestioned  when  the 
judge  differs  with  counsel  about  what  instructions  have  been  given 
or  refused.  If  it  is  to  be  made  clear  by  the  attorney's  oath,  then 
the  judge  is  under  the  attorney. 

"  3,  Power  implies  capability  of  enforcement  of  its  orders. 
How  is  the  Supreme  Court  to  enforce  this  writ?  It  cannot  be 
in  vacation, — the  bill  must  be  signed  in  term, 

"  The  Circuit  Court  is  bound  to  appoint  clerks ;  if  neglected, 
can  the  Supreme  Court  issue  a  ' tnandamus, — and  this  is  a  case 
clearly  pointed  out  by  law  ?  When  a  prisoner  is  in  jail,  charged, 
&c.,  Stat.,  p.  158,  Sec.  27,  can  he  be  compelled  to  appoint  the 
term?     The  Stat.,  p.  827,  Sec.  12,  requires  judges,  &c.,  &c.,   to 
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grant  writs  of  habeas  covjms.  Yet,  is  there  not  a  discretion,  even 
if  the  petition  comes  up  to  the  letter  of  the  law?  Can  a  judge  be 
compelled  to  do  it  by  the  Supreme  Court? 

"4.  If  this  writ  can  issue,  let  us  look  at  the  effects.  By  the 
Stat.,  p.  444,  and  at  common  law,  the  correctness  of  tliat  return 
may  be  denied  and  tried  in  the  Supreme  Court,  and,  if  found  by 
the  jury  or  Court  against  the  judge,  then  he  is  compelled  to  pay 
all  the  costs.  He  can,  by  a  malicious,  trifling  set  of  lawyers,  if 
such  should  be  found  in  a  circuit,  leaguing  to  harass  him,  be  com- 
pelled, every  term,  to  appear  in  the  Supreme  Court,  and  take  issue 
with  them  on  countless  bills  of  exception;  and  if  he  had  inde- 
pendence, he  would  not  sign  a  bill  until  compelled,  if  he  believe, 
honestly,  that  it  did  not  contain  the  facts.  In  this  way,  a  combi- 
nation of  designing  men  might  exhaust  the  means  of  any  judge 
in  the  State,  or  make  him  truckle  to  their  will,  or  compel  a 
resignation,  from  want  of  funds.  Again  :  It  would  lead  to  unplef^p- 
ant  altercations  before  the  Supreme  Court,  which  any  man,  at  all 
acquainted  with  courts,  knows  would  operate  unfavorably  for  the 
Circuit  Court  and  the  bar;  for,  if  the  judge  was  honest,  he  would 
not  refuse  to  sign  the  bill,  if  correctly  drawn,  in  his  opinion,  and 
if  the  attorney  could,  nevertheless,  obtain  a  writ  to  compel  him, 
he  would  not,  as  a  Court,  sign  the  bill  until  compelled.  These 
are  only  some  of  the  consequences  ;  others  might  be  noted,  if  time 
would  allow. 

"5.  Could  the  Supreme  Court  have  granted  this  writ  to  one 
of  the  Supreme  Judges,  when  they  held  the  Circuit  Courts?  If 
granted,  they  could,  in  case  of  disobedience,  enforce  it,  if  the 
power  is  given  them.  Admit  it, — see  the  absurd  consequence  of 
the  proposition, — one  judge  is  refractory,  and  the  rest  compel 
him,  by  imprisonment,  and  so  on,  until  the  Court  is  exhausted  of 
a  quorum. 

"  We  are  not  to  suppose,  that  through  courtesy  a  man  will 
comply, — the  law  goes  upon  the  supposition  of  disobedience  and 
compulsion. 

"  6.  If  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  were  to  order 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  to  reverse  one  of  its  orders  or 
decrees,  how  could  it  compel  the  Supreme  Court  in  case  of  re- 
fusal ? 

*'  7.  If  the  District  or  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  should 
grant  a  mandamus,  to  compel  a  Circuit  Court  to  do  a  certain  act, 
in  that  Court,  what  power  has  it  to  enforce  it  ?  They  are  all 
bound  to  obey  the  same  United  States  Constitution,  and,  unless  that 
instrument  requires  obedience  from  the  State  courts  to  the  federal 
court,  the  United  States  Court  has  no  power, — its  order  is  lame. 

"  8.  Admit  the  power,  for  argument,  and  what  hand  is  to  serve 
this  writ,  or  rule,  which  is  the  same  thing?  Is  it  the  attorney? 
Who  gave  him  power  to  servo  writs  ?  How  can  he  enforce  the 
Vol.  II.  26 
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writ  ?  The  hand  that  is  bound  to  serve  a  writ  has  the  aid  of  the 
country  to  compel  its  enforcement;  he  can  imprison,  if  resisted, 
and  for  disobedience  to  this  writ  the  penalty  would  be  imprison- 
ment. Stat,  p.  140,  process  to  be  executed  by  sheriff,  unless  he 
is  interested,  then  to  the  coroner,  &c.,  &c.  Stat.,  p.  149,  Sec. 
11;  also,  Stat.,  p.  874,  Sec.  5,  duty  of  sheriff  to  execute  pro- 
cess. 1  Black.  Com.,  p.  208  (or)  339,  Chap.  9  Book  1 ;  1  do. 
251  (or)  342,  note  by  Ohitty,  Chris.,  Arch.  '  The  sheriff  is  truly 
to  return  and  serve  the  king's  writs,  to  execute  all  process 
issuing  from  the  king's  courts.'  Salk.,  175;  2  L.  Rayd.,  1195; 
Fortes,  129 ;  Tidd,  8  edit.,  52.  '  By  the  common  law,  sheriffs 
are,  to  some  purposes,  considered  as  officers  of  the  courts,  as  the 
constables  are  to  the  justices  of  the  peace.'  'As  writs  and  pro- 
cess are  directed  to  the  sheriff,  neither  he  nor  his  officers  are  to 
dispute  the  authority  of  the  court  out  of  which  they  issue ;  but 
he  and  his  officers  are,  at  their  peril,  truly  to  execute  the  same, 
afid  that  according  to  the  command  of  the  said  writs.'  The 
office  of  sheriff  was  created  at  common  law  for  that  purpose. 
'Bacon's  Abrig't,  Sheriff.'  He  is  called  the  'officer  of  the 
shire,'  or  vice  cojyies,  or  deputy  to  the  earl  of  the  county,  whose 
writs,  orders  and  commands  be  obeyed.  But,  in  process  of  time, 
the  sheriff  became  to  do,  and  employed  directly  to  do,  all  the 
king's  business,  in  the  shire  or  count}'-,  receiving  his  commission 
directly  from  the  king.  Ever  since,  he  has,  in  this  country  and  in 
England,  always  been  an  officer,  selected  and  chosen  to  execute 
the  business  of  courts ;  and  no  one  else  can  do  it,  unless  the 
exception  is  made  by  statute. 

"  This  last  branch  of  the  subject  is  touched,  anticipating  a 
motion  to  make  the  rule,  before  entered,  made  absolute.  No  ser- 
vice has  as  yet  been  made,  even  by  the  attorney  ;  but  I  never 
intended,  and  do  not  now  intend,  to  dispute  the  manner  of  serv- 
ing the  present  rule.  It  is  the  main  question  I  wish  to  present, 
and  lastly,  when  necessary,  the  manner  of  serving  these  writs.  If 
this  rule  had  been  served,  by  leaving  a  copy,  or  handed  quietly  to 
me  in  Court,  unaccompanied  by  insulting  language  and  manner 
(which  manner  shows  the  beauties  of  this  right  claimed  by  law- 
yers), I  should  have  received  the  rule,  and  then  I  intended  to  make 
the  question,  as  here  presented.  I  never  intend,  as  circuit  judge, 
to  come  into  the  Supreme  Court  and  try  questions  of  fact,  before 
a  jury  or  Court,  with  any  member  of  the  bar,  claiming  to  set  me 
right  about  a  bill  of  exceptions. 

"J.  PEARSON." 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 
An  alternative  mandamus  having  issued  to  the  judge  of  the  Sev- 
enth Judicial  Circuit,  and  he  having  made  no  formal  return  to  the 
writ,  nor  returned  the  writ  itself,  but  through  the  medium  of  counsel 
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filed  what  purports  to  be  an  argument  against  the  power  of  this 
Court  to  take  cognizance  of  the  case  ;  the  Court  are  compelled  to 
treat  the  case  as  one  in  which  its  authority  has  been  disre- 
garded. 

It  does  not,  however,  become  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  the 
execution  of  its  final  order  to  resort  to  any  other  mode,  than  to 
consider  the  answer  filed  as  an  insufiicient  compliance  with  its 
mandate,  contained  in  the  alternative  writ  of  mandamus  heretofore 
awarded,  and,  therefore,  to  award  a  peremptory  writ,  directing  the 
signing  the  bill  of  exceptions  required  by  the  first  writ. 

If  the  judge  had  been  of  opinion  that  the  bill  of  exceptions 
he  was  required  to  sign  was  objectionable,  or  contained  matter 
which  was  not  excepted  to,  or  the  same  was  untruly  or  incorrectly 
stated  in  the  bill,  he  should  have  returned  the  causes  of  his  objec- 
tions, and  this  Court  would  not  compel  the  signing  of  a  bill  which 
did  not  truly  state  the  facts  as  they  occurred  at  the  trial. 

We  have  looked  into  the  grounds  assumed  by  the  judge  in  his 
argument,  and  recurred  to  such  cases  as  have  occurred  within  our 
reach  at  this  time,  having  a  bearing  on  the  power  of  superior  tri- 
bunals over  the  duties  and  acts  of  inferior  ones,  and  the  right  of 
compelling  the  execution  of  duties  and  acts  by  writ  of  mandamus. 
A  reference  to  some  of  the  principal  ones  will  be  made,  to  show 
the  principles  on  which  they  have  been  granted  ;  and  how  far  they 
may  either  bear  on  the  present  question,  or  exempt  it  from  their 
operation.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  New  York  has 
assumed  a  general  supervisory  power  over  other  Courts  of  the 
State,  similar  to  that  of  the  Kuig's  Bench  in  England,  and  they 
have  most  generally  confined  the  exercise  of  the  power  to  grant 
writs  o^  mandamus  to  clear  cases  of  ministerial  duty.  In  the  case 
of  Wilson  V.  City  of  Albany,(l)  the  judges  said  that  wherever  a 
discretionary  power  was  vested  in  an  ofiicer,  and  he  had  exercised 
that  discretion,  they  would  not  interfere,  because  they  would  not 
control ;  and  they  ought  not  to  coerce  that  discretion. 

In  Gilbert's  case,(2)  the  Court  refused  to  issue  a  mandamus  to 
require  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  to  strike  out  certain  conditions 
which  it  had  thought  proper  to  annex  to  one  of  its  orders.  The 
same  Court  refused  to  compel  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  to  hear 
charges  against  a  justice  of  the  peace.  It  has,  however,  awarded 
writs  of  mandamus  against  judges  of  the  Common  Pleas  to  compel 
the  signing  of  bills  of  exceptions  in  several  cases.  In  Pennsyl- 
vania, the  Supreme  Court  of  that  State,  which  is  one  of  general, 
appellate  jurisdiction,  has  refused  to  say  whether  it  will  issue,  in 
any  case,  a  mandamus  to  a  Court  of  Common  Pleas.(3) 

Out  of  twenty  apphcations  made  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 

(1)  12  Johns.,  4M.  (2)  3  Cowen,  59. 

(3j  3  Biuney,  273;  1  Sergt.  and  Rawle,  I'Jo  ;  8  Sergt.  and  Rawle,  24. 
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United  States,  since  its  organization,  but  five  have  been  granted. 
These  cases  are,  United  States  v.  Olmstead,  5  Cranch,  115  ;  Liv- 
ingston V.  Dergenions,  7  Cranch,  577 ;  JSx  parte  Bradstreet,  7 
Peters,  634 ;  New  York  Insurance  Co.  v.  Wilson,  8  Peters,  291 ; 
Kendall  v.  United  States,  12  Peters,  524. 

The  results  to  which  the  Court  came  in  these  cases  are,  1.  To 
issue  a  inandamus  to  a  District  judge,  to  execute  a  decree  of  his 
Court,  in  an  admiralty  case  where  execution  had  been  delayed 
on  account  of  the  extraneous  interposition  of  a  State  law.  2. 
To  proceed  to  a  final  judgment,  and  not  stay  proceedings  indefi- 
nitely. 3.  To  reinstate  a  suit  dismissed,  on  motion,  after  issue 
joined,  so  that  the  parties  might  have  final  judgment.  4.  To  sign 
judgment  on  the  record,  where  it  had  been  previously  recovered 
and  entered  according  to  law.  5.  To  compel  the  Postmaster 
General  to  enter  a  credit  to  individuals,  awarded  to  them  by  the 
solicitor  of  the  United  States  Treasury,  in  pursuance  of  an  act 
of  Congress,  the  act  being  definite  and  purely  ministerial.  The 
principle  established  by  some  of  these  decisions  is,  that  there  must 
be  a  suit  pending  in  a  Court  below  ;  and  that  the  act  which  the 
inferior  Court  is  required  to  perform  must  be  ministerial  in  its 
character,  and  necessary  to  the  final  termination  of  the  cause  in 
that  tribunal.  The  fifteen  cases  in  which  that  Court  refused  appli- 
cations for  writs  of  mandamus  are,  United  States  v.  Lawrence,  .S 
Dallas,  42;  Marbury  v.  Madison,  1  Cranch,  137;  Ex  parte  Burr,  9 
Wheat.,  529  ;  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Swaney,  1  Peters,  567  ;  Ex 
parte  Crane,  5  Peters,  190 ;  Ex  parte  Roberts,  6  Peters,  216 ; 
Ex  parte  Davenport,  6  Peters,  661  ;  Ex  parte  Bradstreet,  8  Peters, 
588 ;  the  same,  4  Peters.  102  ;  New  York  Insurance  Co.  v.  Adams, 
9  Peters,  573  ;  Postmaster  General  v.  Trigg,  11  Peters,  173  ;  Ex 
parte  Story,  12  Peters,  339;  Poultney  v.  Lafayette,  12  Peters,  472  ; 
Ex  parte  Hennen,  13  Peters,  230, 

The  principles  established  in  these  cases,  in  regard  to  this  writ, 
are  these.  The  Supreme  Court  will  never  compel  an  inferior 
court,  in  which  a  suit  is  pending,  to  do  an  act  relating  to  either 
the  practice  of  the  Court,  or  the  merits  of  the  case,  in  regard  to 
which  act  the  inferior  court  is  vested  with  a  judicial  discretion, 
even  if  they  are  of  opinion  that  the  Court  erred  in  the  exercise 
of  that  discretion. 

In  the  case  of  Bradstreet, (IJ  which  was  a  rule  against  a  Dis- 
trict judge,  to  show  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue  to 
compel  him  to  sign  a  bill  of  exceptions.  Chief  Justice  Marshall, 
who  delivered  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  Court,  said,  "  This 
is  not  a  case  in  which  a  judge  has  refused  to  sign  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions. The  judge  has  signed  such  a  bill  as  he  thinks  correct.  If 
the  Court  had  granted  a  rule  on  the  District  judge  to  sign  a  bill 

(1)  4  Peters,  102. 
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of  exceptions,  the  judge  would  have  returned  that  he  had  per- 
formed that  duty.  But  the  object  of  the  rule  is  to  oblige  the  judge 
to  sign  a  particular  bill  of  exceptions,  which  had  been  offered  to  him. 

"  The  Court  granted  the  rule  to  show  cause,  and  the  judge  has 
shown  cause  by  saying  that  he  has  done  all  that  can  be  required 
from  him ;  and  the  bill  offered  to  him  is  not  such  a  bill  as  he  can 
sign.  Nothing  is  more  manifest  than  that  the  Court  cannot  order 
him  to  sign  such  a  bill  of  exceptions.  The  person  who  offers  a 
bill  of  exceptions  ought  to  present  such  a  one  as  the  judge  can 
sign.  The  course  to  be  pursued  is,  either  to  endeavor  to  draw  up 
a  bill,  by  agreement,  which  the  judge  can  sign,  or  to  prepare  a 
bill  to  which  there  will  be  no  objections,  and  present  it  to  the  judge." 

The  Chief  Justice  further  observes,  "  that  there  is  something  in 
the  proceedings  which  the  Court  cannot  sanction,"  and  remarks 
on  the  time  and  manner  of  the  course  pursued  in  the  case,  and 
then  indicate  the  course  which  ought  to  be  pursued,  which  is  not 
necessary  to  be  detailed. 

The  principles,  however,  settled  in  this  case,  seem  to  be,  that  a 
mandamus  will  be  allowed  to  cause  a  judge  to  sign  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions; but  that  the  judge  must  determine  its  accuracy,  and 
whether  it  correctly  recites  the  points  made,  and  opinions  excepted 
to ;  that  he  must  sign  such  a  one  as  he  believes  to  be  correct  and 
none  other;  that  he  cannot  refuse  to  sign  a  bill  altogether,  but 
must  sign  one  if  required,  in  a  case  where  there  has  been  excep- 
tions taken,  provided  it  is  applied  for  at  the  proper  time.  Our 
statute  allowing  exceptions  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  requires 
the  exception  to  be  taken  at  the  trial,  and  declares  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  judge  to  allow,  and  seal,  and  sign  the  same.  We 
suppose  it  would  best  comport  with  the  accuracy  and  regularity 
of  proceedmgs,  in  such  cases,  if  the  practice  were  to  conform 
to  the  intentions  of  the  law ;  and  that  much  unnecessary 
difficulty  might  be  avoided,  by  reducing,  in  the  language  of  the 
law,  the  exceptions  to  "  the  opinion  of  the  Court  to  writing,  during 
the  progress  of  the  trial,"  and  have  it  completed  while  the  trans- 
action was  in  the  memory  of  all  the  parties  interested.  No  diffi- 
culty could  then  occur ;  and  thus  much  disagreement  would  be 
avoided.  It  must,  also,  be  conceded,  as  settling  the  rule,  that  the 
act  of  signing  and  approving  the  bill  is  in  its  nature  ministerial, 
though  a  legal  discretion  is  in  some  measure  to  be  used,  in 
determining  the  character  of  the  bill  to  be  signed,  inasmuch  as  it 
is  not  every  bill  which  may  be  presented,  that  the  judge  would 
be  bound  to  sign.  We  see,  then,  by  the  character  of  the  cases 
cited,  where  this  discretion  commences,  and  where  it  terminates ; 
to  what  cases  it  may  be  arranged,  and  in  what  it  cannot  be 
claimed.  In  looking  into  the  present  case,  it  appears  the  judge 
has  signed  a  bill  of  exceptions  ;  but  the  party  complains  that  he 
has  not  inserted  certain  portions  of  the  deposition  of  the  witness, 
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whicli  he  excluded  from  being  read  on  the  trial,  and  to  which 
order  of  the  judge,  excluding  those  portions,  he  took  the  excep- 
tions. Now,  had  the  judge  offered  explanation  of  a  satisfactory 
character,  why  he  could  not^sign  the  bill  presented,  with  the 
excluded  portions  of  the  depositions,  nothing  would  have  been 
more  certain,  than  that  this  Court  would  not  compel  -him  to  sign 
a  bill  which  he  could  not,  in  his  judgment,  properly  do,  in  the 
correct  and  faithful  discharge  of  his  duties.  Had  he  made  a 
return  to  the  writ,  and  given  this  explanation,  as  in  the  case  refer- 
red to  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  of  Judge  Conck- 
lin,  we  should  have  said  he  had  done  all  that  can  be  required  of  him. 

The  law  makes  him,  and  properly  so,  the  judge  of  the  propriety 
and  accuracy  of  the  act  he  is  called  on  to  solemnly  verify  the 
truth  of,  so  that  it  shall  become  a  part  of  the  record  in  the  cause  ; 
and  it  is  not  for  other  parties  to  determine  the  truth.  He  acts 
under  the  solemnities  of  an  oath,  and  the  strong  presumption  that 
he  will  faithfully  and  honestly  perform  his  duties.  That  he  will 
not  violate  the  obligations  imposed  on  him  for  their  faithful  dis- 
charge. In  the  absence  of  such  a  return,  with  such  explanatory 
reasons  for  a  refusal  to  sign  the  bill  of  exceptions  required  by  the 
party,  we  are  bound  to  award  a  peremptory  mandamus  to  cause 
the  signing  of  the  particular  bill  of  exceptions  exhibited  ;  and  it 
is  awarded  accordingly. 

Peremptory  Writ  of  Mandamus  granted. 

Note.  Mandamus  never  lies  if  there  is  another  specific  legal  remedy.  King  William 
Justices  V.  Munday,  '2  Leigh,  165  ;  OaHes  v.  Hill,  8  Pick.,  47. 

To  entitle  a  party  to  a  mandamus,  a  complete,  not  an  inchoate  right  must  be  shown  ; 
and  it  will  not  be  granted  unless  there  is  no  other  specific  remedy.  The  People  v.  Trust- 
ees of  Brooklyn,  1  Wend.,  318 ;  State  v.  Holiday,  3  Halst.,  206 ;  Marbuiy  v.  Madison,  1 
Cranch,  137  ;  1  Peters'  Cond.  R.,  267. 

It  lies  where  there  is  no  other  remedy  at  law,  although  equity  might  relieve,  or  the 
party  against  whom  it  is  asked  might  be  criminally  prosecuted.  People  v.  Mayor,  10 
Wend.,  393. 

Whether  a  mandamus  lies  in  any  case  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  to 
the  C.  P.,  is  doubted  in  Commonwealth  v.  Judges  of  C.  P.,  3  Binney,  273  ;  1  S.  &  R., 
187  ;  8  S.  &  R  ,  211.  In  New  Jersey  it  is  settled,  that  though  a  mandamus  will  lie  to 
an  inferior  court  refusing  them  to  proceed  to  judgment,  yet  it  will  not  lie  to  command 
them  to  proceed  to  any  particular  judgment,  and  much  less  to  require  them  to  set  aside 
a  verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial,  or  even  to  grant  a  rule  to  show  cause  for  that  purpose. 
Squier  v.  Gale,  1  Halst.,  157  ;  Roberts  v.  Holsworth,  5  Halst.,  57  ;  and  see  Berry  v. 
Callet,  1  Halst.,  179;  Anon.,  2  Halst.,  160;  The  State  v.  Salem  Pleas,  4  Halst., 
246. 

Where  the  record  does  not  show  mistake,  misconduct  or  an  omission  of  duty  on  the 
part  of  a  inferior  court,  unless  such  a,  prima  facie  case  is  made  out,  supported  by  affidavit, 
as  would  make  it  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  interfere,  a  rule  to  show  cause  will  not  be 
granted.  Postmaster  v.  Trigg,  11  Peters,  173. 

In  Indiana,  where  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed,  and  the  proceedings 
up  to  a  certain  point  are  set  aside  at  the  costs  of  the  defendant  in  error,  and 
the  cause  is  remanded  for  further  proceedings ;  if  the  Circuit  Court  refuse  to  ren 
der  a  judgment  for  the  costs  according  to  the  mandate,  the  Supreme  Court  will  grant 
a  rule  to  show  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue.  Jared  v.  Hill,  1  Blackf., 
155. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  in  this  case,  not  being  sealed  by  a  majority  of  the  judges 
present,  but  by  the  president  alone,  a  rule   on  the  associate  judges    to   show   cause 
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why  a  marulamus  requiring  them  to  seal  the  bill  should  not  issue,  was  formerly 
f,'ranted  on  the  motion  of  the  appellants.  The  rule  having  been  served,  and  no 
cause  siiown,  the  Court  aferwards  awarded  a  peremptory  mnndnmua.  The  bill  was 
now  returned  sealed  by  the  judges.  Springer  et  al.  v.  Peterson  et  al.,  188. 

Practice  in  relation  to  mandamus  : 

If  an  alternative  mandamus  is  defective  in  form  and  substance,  defendant  may 
move  to  quash  it.  Commercial  Bank  v.  Canal  Com'rs,  10  Wend.,  25.  If  the  opposite 
party  appears  to  show  cause  why  it  should  not  issue,  tlie  relator  holds  the  affirmative. 
People  V.  Throop,  12  Wend.,  183.  An  alternative  mandamus  may  be  made  returnable  to 
a  special  term.  People  w.  N.  Y.  Com.  Pleas,  13  Wend.,  649. 

At  any  time  after  a  return  to  an  alternative  mandamus,  before  a  peremptory  writ  is 
awarded,  defendant  may  show  any  defect  iu  substance.  Commercial  Bank  v.  Canal 
Com'rs,  10  Wend  ,  25. 

A  peremptory  mandamus  to  a  Court  of  Common  Pleas  is  not  granted  in  the  first  instance, 
but  an  alternative  mandam,us ,  or  rule  to  show  cause.  Tlie  People  v.  Judges  of  Cayuga, 
2  Johns.  Cas.;  The  People  v.  Judges  of  Washington,  1  Caines,  511. 

Where  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue  has  been  obtained,  and 
cause  is  shown,  but  not  satisfactory,  a  peremptory  mandamus  will  be  granted  in  the  first 
instance  ;  but  for  the  purpose  of  suing  out  a  writ  of  error,  defendant  may  make  up  the 
record  pi-o  forma.  People  v.  Throop,  12  Wend.,  183. 

The  lirst  writ  of  mandamus  always  concludes  with  commanding  obedience,  or  cause  to 
be  shown  to  the  contrary ;  but  if  a  return  be  made  to  it,  which  upon  the  face  of  it  is 
insufficient,  the  Court  will  grant  a  peremptory  mandamus,  and  if  that  be  not  obeyed,  an 
attachment  will  issue  against  the  persons  disobeying  it.  If  no  return  be  made,  the  Court 
will  grant  an  attachment  against  the  ipersons  to"  whom  the  mandamus  was  directed.  2 
Wheat.  Selwyn,  1112. 

Where  an  alternative  mandamus  to  sign  a  bill  of  exceptions  had  been  served,  but  the 
judges  had  not  made  a  return  to  it,  the  Court  said,  "  It  is  not  requisite  that  we  should  go 
through  the  process  and  delay  of  rules  and  attachments,  in  order  to  compel  a  return  to 
the  first  mandamus.  The  alternative  in  it  was  intended  for  the  benefit  and  convenience 
of  defendants.  As  the  first  writ  has  been  regularly  served,  we  may,  at  our  discretion, 
order  a  peremptory  mandamus."     The  People  v.  The  Judges,  &c.,  of  Ulster,  1  Johns.,  64. 

On  an  application  for  a  mandamus,  where  both  parties  are  heard,  and  there  is  no  dispute 
about  the  facts,  and  the  law  is  with  the  application,  a  peremptory  mandamus  will  be 
granted  in  the  first  instance.  In  such  a  case,  the  Court  will  not  put  the  party  to  the 
useless  delay  of  going  through  with  the  forms  of  an  alternative  mandamus. ^JEx  parte 
Rogers,  6  Cowen,  526. 

The  form  of  the  writ  of  mandamus  in  this  ease  is  like  that  in  4  Cowen,  74.  See  form 
in  1  Cowen,  22. 

On  a  motion  for  a  peremptory  mandamus,  the  Court  do  not  look  at  the  affidavit  on 
which  the  alternative  writ  was  founded  ;  their  decision  is  made  solely  upon  the  return  to 
the  alternative  writ.  7  Wend.,  474. 

A  mandamus  may  be  served  by  delivering  a  copy  thereof,  at  the  same  time  showing 
the-  original.  1  Jofins.,  64  ;  4  Cowen,  403,  74.  In  this  last  case  it  appeared  that  the 
writ  was  served  in  vacation,  on  each  of  the  judges  separately,  the  attorney  retaining  the 
oi-iginal  writ. 

The  Court  refused  to  quash  a  bill  of  exceptions  signed  in  vacation,  in  obedience  to  a 
mandamus,  although  it  was  signed  by  the  judges  when  they  were  not  together.  7  Wend., 
537. 

Decisions  in  Illinois  in  relation  to  mandamus  :  Street  v.  County  Com'rs  of  Gallatin, 
Breese,  25;  The  People  v.  Forquer,  Breese,  68  ;  The  People  v.  I'earson,  1  Scam.,  488, 
473;  The  People  v.  The  Auditor,  1  Scam-,  537;  The  People  v.  Fletcher,  Post;  The 
People  V  Cloud,  Post. 

§  13  of  "An  Act  further  defining  the  duties  of  the  Attorney -General,  and  for  other 
purposes,"  provides,  that  "The  sherifi"  or  coroner  of  the  proper  county  shall  hereafter 
serve  and  return  all  writs  and  process  issuing  out  of  the  Supreme  and  Circuit  Courts, 
unless  otherwise  provided  for  by  law."  Acts  of  1840-1,  37.  Whether  this  section  was 
intended  to  apply  to  writs  of  mandamus  is,  perhaps,  matter  of  doubt.  Its  language, 
however,  seems  sufficiently  comprehensive. 
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The    State    of    Illinois,  plaintiiF   in    error,    v.    JonN 
Evans,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Edgar. 

Under  the  Act  concerning  the  Right  of  Way,  SfC,  in  ascertaining  the  damage  which 
will  accrue  to  the  claimant,  the  benefit  that  will  result  to  the  claimant's  land,  from  the 
construction  of  the  road,  is  to  be  enquired  into,  and  not  that  which  may  result  from  its 
location. 

Semble,  That  by  the  appropriation  of  the  land  of  an  individual,  to  the  nee  of  the  public, 
under  the  Internal  Improvement  law,  and  the  Act  concermng  the  Right  of  Way,  the 
land  thus  taken  becomes  vested  in  the  State,  upon  payment  of  the  damages,  and  the 
original  owner  is  from  thenceforth  divested  of  all  right  and  title  to  the  same. 

On  application  of  M.  K.  Alexander,  a  Commissioner  of  the 
Board  of  Public  Works  for  the  4th  Judicial  Circuit,  S.  Connelj,  a 
justice  of  the  peace  of  Edgar  county,  appointed  three  householders 
to  assess  the  damages  which  John  Evans,  the  defendant  in  error, 
would  sustain  over  and  above  the  additional  value  which  his  lands 
would  derive  from  the  construction  of  the  branch  of  the  Central 
Railroad  across  the  lands  of  Evans.  The  damages  were  assessed 
by  them  at  one  cent,  Evans  appealed  to  the  Circuit  Court, 
and  at  the  March  term,  1839,  the  Hon.  Justin  Harlan  presiding,  a 
judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  Evans,  against  the  State,  for 
$325  and  costs  of  suit.  The  cause  was  brought  to  this  Court  by 
writ  of  error. 
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U.  F.  LiNDER,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
O.  B.  FiCKLiN,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

Under  the  Internal  Improvement  law,  Alexander,  as  one  of  the 
Commissioners  of  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  located  a  railroad 
over  the  land  of  John  Evans  ;  and  upon  a  claim  for  damages,  made 
by  Evans,  on  account  of  the  construction  of  the  road  over  his 
land,  a  trial  was  had  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  damages  Evans  was 
entitled  to  recover,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1833,  '■'■  Con- 
cerning the  Right  of  Way.''\\)  On  the  trial  a  question  arose,  as 
to  the  rule  by  which  the  jury  should  be  governed  in  assessing  the 
damages  of  the  claimant.  The  commissioner  offered  to  prove  the 
enhanced  value  of  the  land  and  timber  of  the  claimant,  by  reason  of 
the  location  of  the  road  through  his  land.  This  evidence  the 
Court  rejected,  and  decided  that  the  proper  question  to  be  put  to 
the  witness  was,  "  Is  the  injury  done  to  the  land  and  timber  of 
the  claimant,  by  the  construction  of  the  road,  greater  than  the 
benefit,  and,  if  so,  how  much  ?"  The  Court  also  decided,  "  that  the 
supposed  enhanced  value  of  the  land,  by  the  location  of  the  road, 
was  not  to  be  taken  into  the  account,"  To  this  opinion  the  agent 
of  the  State  excepted. 

Upon  a  view  of  the  whole  of  this  case,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the'  decision  of  the  Court  was  correct.  The  law  authorizing  the 
taking  of  the  land  of  an  individual,  by  authority  of  the  State,  for 
the  construction  of  a  road  or  other  public  works,  provides,  that 
when  the  damages  claimed  by  the  owner  of  the  land  cannot  be 
agreed  upon  by  him  and  the  agent  of  the  State,  that  the  same 
shall  be  assessed  by  three  householders ;  and  if  their  decision  is 
not  satisfactory,  either  party  may  take  an  appeal  to  the  Circuit 
Court,  The  criterion  of  damages  is  the  same  in  either  mode  of 
assessment,  and  is  clearly  pointed  out  by  the  oath  required  to  be 
taken  by  the  assessors,  which  is,  "  that  they  shall  assess  the  dam- 
ages which  they  shall  believe  such  owner  or  owners  will  sustain, 
over  and  above  the  additional  value  which  such  land  will  derive 
from  the  construction  of  such  road,"  According  to  this  oath,  it 
will  be  perceived  that  the  assessors  are  to  take  into  consideration 
the  probable  increase  of  value  that  will  accrue  to  the  land  of  the 
claimant  from  the  construction  of  the  road.  It  is  not  the  benefit 
that  will  accrue  from  the  location  of  the  road,  that  they  are  to 
enquire  into,  it  is  the  benefit  which  will  result  from  its  construc- 
tion that  they  are  to  ascertain. 

The  law  does  not  contemplate  so  improbable  a  contingency  as 
that  the  .mere  survey  or  location  of  a  road,  that  may  never  bo 
made,  will  enhance  the  value  of  land  contiguous  to  it. 

(1}  R.  L.,  535;  Gale's  Stat.,  584,  « 
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By  the  appropriation  of  the  land  of  an  individual  to  the  use  of 
the  public,  under  the  Internal  Improvement  law,  and  the  law  '•'•Con- 
cerning the  Right  of  Way^^''  the  land  thus  taken  becomes  vested  in 
the  State  upon  payment  of  the  damages  ;  and  the  original  owner  is 
from  thenceforth  divested  of  all  right  and  title  to  the  land.  In 
justice,  and  in  law,  therefore,  he  should  receive  full  compensation, 
the  measure  of  which  would  be,  not  merely  the  value  of  the  land 
of  which  he  has  been  deprived,  but,  also,  all  damage  which  may 
result  from  the  appropriation  and  use  of  his  land,  by  the  State ; 
such,  for  example,  as  the  breaking  up  or  destruction  of  a  con- 
venient arrangement  of  his  farm,  or  the  necessity  of  additional 
fencing,  &c.  In  short,  every  injury  and  inconvenience  sustained 
by  the  claimant  constitutes  an  item  of  the  aggregate  amount  of 
damage  which  he  as  entitled  to  recover. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  with  equal  justice  required  that  the  addi- 
tional value  that  may  be  given  to  the  land  of  an  individual,  by  the 
construction  of  a  public  road  or  canal  over  it,  shall  be  taken  into 
consideration,  and  if  it  is  believed  by  the  assessors  to  be  equal  to 
or  greater  than  the  estimated  damage  the  owner  will  sustain  by 
reason  of  the  construction  of  the  road,  &c.,  he  will,  in  that  event, 
be  entitled  to  recover  nothing.  But  if  the  enhanced  value  of  the 
land  retained  shall  fall  short  of  the  damage  incurred  by  the  owner, 
then  he  will  be  entitled  to  the  difference  between  the  injury  sus- 
tained, on  the  one  hand,  and  the  benefit  received,  on  the  other. 

This  rule,  prescribed  by  law,  for  the  assessment  of  damao-es, 
when  private  property  is  taken  for  the  use  of  the  public,  is  an 
equitable  one.  The  immediate  benefit  the  individual  may  derive 
is  offset  against  the  injury  inflicted.  It  has  been  contended,  how- 
ever, that  the  increased  value  which  the  system  of  Internal 
Improvements  was  supposed  to  give  to  lands  generally  should 
also  be  taken  into  consideration,  and  offset  against  the  damages 
sustained  by  the  appropriation  of  private  property  for  public  use ; 
but  such  a  rule  would  be  unjust  and  partial. 

If  an  additional  value  is  given  to  all  the"  lands  in  the  countrv  by 
the  Internal  Improvement  system,  the  benefit  is,  and  should  be, 
common,  inasmuch  as  it  is  acquired  at  the  common  expense ;  but 
this  would  not  be  the  case,  if  one  man  is  required  to  give  up  a  por- 
tion of  his  land  for  this  general  advantage,  in  addition  to  the 
payment  of  his  proportion  of  the  expense  of  the  system. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  affirmed 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Thomas   Spraggins,  appellant,  v.  Hokace   II.  Hough- 
ton, appellee. 

Appeal  from  Jo  Daviess. 

Where  the  Court  have  reason  to  suppose  that  a  cause  is  not  a  real,  but  a  fictitious  pro- 
ceeding, proof  will  be  required  that  the  action  is  not  feigned. («) 

Murray  McConnell  and  Stephen  A.  Douglass,  for  the 
appellant. 

S.  Strong  and  J.  Butterfield,  for  the  appellee. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

And  now,  at  this  day,  comes  the  said  Thomas  Spraggins,  the 
appellant,  by  counsel,  and  suggests  to  the  Court  here,  that  the  case 
made  and  agreed  to  in  this  cause,  between  the  parties  to  the 
record,  and  submitted  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  county  of  Jo 
Daviess,  and  upon  which  the  judgment  of  the  said  Court  was  ren- 
dered, as  appears  by  the  record,  is  not  a  real  case  between  the 
parties,  but  a  fictitious  one ;  and  thereupon  files  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss this  case  for  the  reasons  following : 

"  1st.  The  record  in  the  case  shows  an  improbable  state  of 
facts;  all  the  facts  having  occurred  after  the  case  was  adjudicated 
and  decided  in  the  Court  below. 

"  2d.  It  appears  from  the  record  that  this  is  a  ficticious  case, 
having  no  foundation  in  fact ;  the  cause  of  action  being  alleged  to 
have  occurred  at  a  time  when  the  Court  must  judicially  take  no- 
tice, by  the  laws  of  the  State,  that  no  general  election  could  take 
place." 

After  argument  had  on  said  motion,  as  well  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant  as  on  the  part  of  the  appellee,  and  upon  an  inspection 
of  the  record  in  this  cause,  it  appears,  that  it  is  a  qui  tarn  action, 
brought  to  recover  a  penalty  of  one  hundred  dollars ;  and  sub- 
jects the  defendant  in  the  Court  below,  who  is  the  appellant  in  this 
Court,  in  addition  to  the  fine,  to  the  further  punishment,  on  con- 
viction of  being  guilty  of  fraud,  or  corruption,  or  partiality,  or  man- 
ifest misbehavior  in  any  thing  or  matter  relating  to  the  election  of 
which  it  is  alleged  the  appellant  was  a  judge,  or  for  knowingly  ad- 
mitting any  person  to  vote,  who  is  not  qualified  according  to  law, 
to  be  incapable  of  holding  any  office  in  this  State,  for  the  term  of 
ten  years  thereafter.(l)  And  it  further  appears,  that  the  agreed 
case  stated  in  the  record  was  made  up,  agreed  to,  and  filed,  on 
the  29th  day  of  May,  in  the  year  1839,  and  that  the  parties  ap- 
peared and  consented  that  an  action  should  be  entered  on  the 

E.  L.,254,  §  23;  Gale's  Stat.,  268. 

( i)  McConnell  v.  Shields,  1  Scam.  R.,  582,  and  notes. 
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records  of  the  Circuit  Court,  waiving  all  process,  or  service  thereof, 
and  all  pleadings  in  the  cause.  And  it  also  appears  from  such 
agreed  case,  that  it  was  to  be  submitted  and  to  be  argued  in  the 
Circuit  Court;  which  argument,  it  appears  from  the  record,  was 
never  had,  nor  briefs  nor  authorities  furnished.  And  it  also 
appears,  that  it  was  agreed  that  the  Circuit  Court  might  give  its 
opinion  in  vacation,  in  writing,  to  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk 
of  the  said  Circuit  Court ;  and  that  judgment  might  be  entered  of 
record  in  vacation ;  and  that  it  should  be  a  release  of  all  errors  in 
the  same  cause.  It  is  further  stated  in  said  case,  that  the  said 
Spraggins  was  one  of  the  judges  of  the  election,  duly  appointed 
and  sworn  according  to  law,  at  the  August  election,  1828,  for  the 
precinct  of  Galena,  in  the  county  of  Jo  Daviess,  and  acted  as  such, 
and  received  votes  at  that  election,  to  wit,  on  the  6th  day  of 
August,  1889 ;  and  that  one  Jeremiah  Kyle  voted  at  that  election 
for  all  State  and  county  officers  voted  for  at  that  time,  including 
a  representative  to  Congress ;  and  that  Spraggins  was  one  of  the 
judges  of  such  election  when  said  Kyle  voted  ;  and  that  said  Kyle 
was  not,  at  the  time  he  voted,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States ; 
but  that  he  was  a  native  of  Ireland,  and  had  never  been  natu- 
ralized according  to  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  though  the 
said  Kyle  had  resided  in  this  State,  and  in  the  county  of  Jo 
Daviess,  more  than  six  months  immediately  preceding  the  elec- 
tion at  which  he  voted  as  aforesaid  ;  and  that  the  said  Spraggins 
admitted  the  said  Kyle  to  vote,  and  had  his  name  entered  upon 
the  poll  books,  and  counted  his  vote  as  a  good  and  proper  vote, 
knowing  before,  and  at  the  time  the  said  vote  was  admitted  and 
counted,  that  Kyle  was  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  but  a 
native  of  the  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  and  not  nat- 
uralized according  to  law;  and  that  the  said  Spraggins,.  acting  as 
such  judge  of  such  election,  received  and  counted  the  vote  of  the 
said  Kyle,  believing,  at  the  time,  that  he  was  not  a  qualified 
voter;  he,  Spraggins,  believing  that  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
this  State  not  only  required  a  residence  of  six  months,  but  also, 
that  the  person  offering  to  vote  should  be  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States.  And  it  further  appearing,  that  by  the  6th  section  of  the 
Act  regulating  elections  in  this  State,  the  said  Spraggins  must 
have  (to  have  been  qualified  to  perform  the  office  of  a  judge  of 
the  election)  taken  an  oath  to  perform  the  duties  of  judge  of  such 
election,  according  to  law  and  the  best  of  his  abilities,  and  to  stu- 
diously endeavor  to  prevent  fraud,  deceit,  and  abuse  in  conducting 
the  same.  And  it  further  appearing,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Circuit 
judge,  that  under  the  third  reason  for  deciding  that  Spraggins  had 
violated  the  provisions  of  the  election  law  intentionally,  he  has  de- 
clared, in  his  own  language,  "  that  the  defendant,  in  admitting  and 
counting  the  vote  of  Kyle,  at  the  election  referred  to,  believing, 
as  it  seems  he  did,  at  the  time  it  was  received,  that  he  was  not  a 
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qualifled  voter,  was  guilty  of  manifest  misbehavior.  The  defend- 
ant, by  his  conduct  at  this  election,  as  shown  b}''  the  facts  pre- 
sented, is  brought  within  the  provisions  of  the  section  of  the  law 
above  recited,  and  is  subject  to  the  penalties  therein  prescribed. 
Judgment  must  be  entered  against  him  for  the  sum  of  "one  hun- 
dred dollars,"  and  the  said  judgment,  omitting  that  portion  of  the 
penalty  of  the  law  disfranchising  the  appellant  Spraggins,  was 
rendered.  And  it  appearing,  from  the  preceding  statement  of  facts 
recited  in  the  record,  that  a  question  may  well  arise,  whether  the 
parties  have  not  made  a  case  not  founded  in  a  state  of  possibility ; 
and  the  recital  that  the  vote  was  received  on  the  6th  day  of  August, 
1839,  when  contrasted  with  the  fact,  that  the  proceedings  were 
instituted  in  the  Circuit  Court,  on  the  29th  day  of  May,  1839,  show- 
ing an  impossible  fact,  and  one  which  could  not  have  transpired  ; 
and  it  not  being,  we  apprehend,  in  the  power  of  this  Court  to  reject 
tliis  portion  of  the  statement  of  the  case,  to  render  it  consistent 
with  the  precedent  fact,  that  Spraggins  was  judge  of  the  election 
held  in  1838,  and  received  votes  at  that  election  ;  and  that  Kyle's 
vote  was  received  in  1838  ;  nt)t  only,  because  in  a  subsequent  part 
of  the  case  it  is  distinctly  stated  that  Kyle's  vote  was  received  on 
the  day  stated,  but,  as  the  case  made  must  be  considered  in  the 
»nature  of  a  confession  in  a  g^itasi  criminal  case,  and  the  Court  hav- 
ing no  power  to  add  to,  lessen  or  change  the  admission  so  made ; 
and  as  the  construction,  if  any,  must  be  strict,  and  if  any  depar- 
ture be  allowed,  it  must  be  in  favor  of  and  not  against  the  party 
who  makes  it ;  and  the  case  seeming  to  be  not  only  an  impossible 
one,  but  that  it  may  be  doubted  whether  it  is  a  real  one  ;  and  the 
additional  fact,  that  the  party  makes  the  admission  that  he  not  only 
knew  the  voter  to  be  an  alien,  but  that  for  such  reason  he  believed 
him  not  to  be  a  legal  voter;  and  that,  with  such  knowledge, 
he  admitted  him  to  vote,  contrary  to  his  belief  of  right  and  law, 
and  contrary  to,  and  in  violation  of.  his  oath  to  prevent  fraud, 
deceit  and  abuse,  in  conducting  the  election,  if  Kyle  was  not 
legally  entitled  to  vote ;  and  the  Circuit  judge  having  moreover 
made  this  part  of  the  confession  one  of  the  reasons  of  his  judg- 
ment, it  being,  as  he  supposed,  apparent  that  such  admission  was 
conclusive.  And  this  part  of  the  case,  in  connection  with  the 
other  part  recited,  raising  strong  grounds  of  doubt  as  to  the  real 
character  of  the  agreed  case  in  point  of  genuineness  and  reality ; 
and  whether  such  a  state  of  facts  did  really  transpire ;  and  the 
said  defendant  having  admitted  himself  guilty  of  the  violation  of  a 
public  law,  when  acting  under  oath,  furnishing  additional  evidence 
that  no  such  facts  exist ;  or  that  Spraggins  could  not  have  fully 
understood  what  he  was  admitting,  particularly  as  the  law  disfran- 
chises him  for  ten  years.  For  these  causes,  and  upon  the  authority 
of  the  case  of  Shields  v.  McConnell,(l)  which  has  been  dismissed, 

(1)  1  Scam.,  582. 
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at  the  present  term,  upon  the  ground  of  being  a  feigned  case,  the 
motion  of  the  appellant  is  continued  until  the  next  term ;  and,  in 
the  meantime,  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  parties  to  this  suit 
produce  and  file  in  open  Court,  on  the  first  day  of  the  next  term 
thereof,  authentic  documentary  evidence,  where  tlie  same  exists, 
of  the  facts  stated  in  the  agreed  case,  and  of  all  other  facts  therein, 
which  do  not  so  exist  on  paper,  but  of  which  oral  proof  may  be 
bad,  and  that  they  at  the  same  time  produce  and  file  written 
depositions  of  competent  persons  to  the  truth  thereof;  and  that,  in 
default  thereof,  this  cause  be  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Jo 
Daviess  county,  with  directions  to  that  Court  to  vacate  the  judg- 
ment entered  therein,  and  to  dismiss  the  same,  each  party  paying 
his  own  costs. 


John  J.    Ellett,   appellant,  v.   Robeet  P.    Todd    and 
Albeet  Taebell,  ,apj)ellees. 

Appeal  fro'm  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Alton. 

The  declaration,  in  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case,  stated,  that  the  plaintiifs  made  a 
contract  with  the  defendant,  to  shiughter  and  dress  for  him  two  hundred  and  eighty 
hogs,  at  the  usual  price  for  such  labor,  and  to  commence  the  work  on  a  given  day,  and 
that  the  defendant  agreed  to  furnish  them  the  hogs,  at  their  slaughter-house,  on  such 
day ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  day  mentioned,  undertook  and  entered  upon  the 
fuIfiUing  of  their  part  of  the  contract,  by  hiring  laborers,  building  fires,  raising  steam, 
preparing  tools,  burning  a  large  quantity  of  wood,  and  making  divers  other  material 
and  expensive  arrangements  to  perform  their  part  of  the  contract ;  and  that  they  had 
been  put  to  great  expense  and  inconvenience  and  damage  in  consequence  of  the  same. 
It  further  alleged,  that  though  a  notice  and  request  to  the  defendant  to  furnish  the  hogs 
was  made,  he  did  not  furnish  the  same,  nor  had  he  paid  the  plaintiifs  for  their  trouble, 
expenses,  &c.  At  the  end  of  the  declaration,  $200  damages  was  laid.  On  special 
demurrer,  and  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  the  declaration  was  held  to  be  good  : 
Held,  that  the  decision  was  correct. 

This  cause  was  heard  at  the  January  term  of  the  Court  below, 
before  the  Hon.  William  Martin.  The  special  grounds  of  demur- 
rer to  the  declaration  were, 

"  First,  The  declaration  is  wholly  uncertain  in  regard  to  time  ; 
Secondly,  They  allege  damage  for  the  non-performance,  but  do  not 
show  how  much ;  Thirdly,  There  is  no  sufficient  breach  alleged  in 
the  declaration  ;    Fourthly,    There  is  no  sufiicient   performance, 
alleged  by  the  plaintifis." 

A.  Cowles  and  J.  M.  Krum,  for  the  appellant. 

G.  T.  M.  Davis,  for  the  appellees. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case,  brought  by  Todd  and 
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Tarbell  against  Ellett,  in  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Alton, 
in  the  County  of  Madison.  The  declaration  avers,  "  that  the 
defendant,  Ellett,  on  the  18th  day  of  December,  1838,  at  Alton, 
&c.,  for  and  in  consideration  that  the  said  plaintiffs,  Todd  and  Tar- 
bell, would  undertake  and  agree  to  slaughter  for  him,  the  said  de- 
fendant, two  hundred  and  eighty  head  of  hogs,  and  dress  them  in 
the  usual  manner  of  dressing  hogs  for  pork,  at  their  slaughter- 
house (meaning  plaintiff's  slaughter-house),  and  to  commence  the 
work  on  the  next  day,  in  the  morning  early  (meaning  the  morning 
after  the  day  of  contract) ;  the  said  defendant  agreed  to  and  with 
the  said  plaintiffs,  that  he  would  furnish  the  said  plaintiffs  the  two 
hundred  and  eighty  hogs  aforesaid,  at  the  said  plaintiffs'  slaughter- 
house in  said  city  of  Alton,  on  the  day  aforesaid,  and  that  the  said 
defendanf  would  pay  to  the  said  plaintiffs  the  usual  price  for 
slaughtering  hogs  in  Alton.  And  the  said  plaintiffs  further  aver, 
that,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year,  and  at  the  place  afore- 
said, they  did  undertake  and  enter  upon  the  fulfilling  of  their  part 
of  the  said  contract,  by  hiring  laborers  necessary  to  be  employed 
in  and  about  said  business,  building  fires,  raising  steam  in  the 
boiler,"  &c.  The  declaration  goes  on  to  show  what  preparation 
they  made,  and  the  expense  they  were  at  in  preparing  to  slaughter 
and  dress  the  hogs  agreeably  to  the  contract,  without  averring  the 
amount  thereof  in  money. 

It  is  further  stated  in  the  declaration,  that  "  although  the  said 
defendant,  being  notified  by  the  said  plaintiffs,  of  their  readiness 
and  desire  to  perform  their  said  contract,  on  the  day  and  year,  and 
at  the  place  aforesaid,  yet  the  said  defendant  hath  not  furnished  the 
said  hogs  to  be  slaughtered  as  aforesaid,  or  paid  or  satisfied  the 
plaintiff's  for  their  trouble  and  expense,  &c.,  &c.,  "  from  which 
breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of  said  defendant,  the  said  plaintiffs 
have  received  damages  to  the  amount  of  two  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars,"  The  declaration,  in  the  Court  below,  was  demurred  to 
specially,  the  demurrer  overruled,  and  judgment  given  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiffs  against  the  defendant. 

A  jury  was  then  impanneled  to  enquire  of  and  assess  the  plaint- 
iff's' damages.  The  jury  assessed  damages  at  one  hundred  and 
nine  dollars.  The  defendant  then  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment ; 
which  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  was  overruled  by  the  Court. 
To  reverse  this  judgment,  the  defendant  below  has  appealed  to 
this  Court.  Every  principle  of  justice  requires  that  the  plaintiffs 
below  should  have  compensation  for  the  labor,  expenses,  and  trou- 
ble ihey  have  been  at,  in  preparing  to  comply  with  their  part  of 
the  contract.  They  were  prevented  from  going  further  with  it,  by 
the  defendant  below.  Upon  this  state  of  the  case,  the  Court  did 
right  in  overruling  the  demurrer,  and  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment. The  judgment  of  the  Municipal  Court  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 
Judgment  ajjirmed. 
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Mathias  Mastii^,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Kussell  Toncray, 
defendant  in  error. 

JError  to  Schuyler. 

Where  the  plaintiff  declares  tipon  a  special  contract,  there  is  no  rule  better  settled,  than 
that  the  proof  and  the  allegations  in  the  declaration  must  correspond.^ 

A  declaration,  averring  that  the  defendant  was  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  the  perk  of 
nineteen  hogs,  is  not  sustained  by  proof  that  he  was  to  deliver  to  him  all  the  pork  he 
could  spare. 

A  declaration  alleged  that  the  defendant  agreed  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  the  pork  of 
nineteen  hogs,  and  on  the  trial  the  Court  instructed  the  jury,  at  tlie  instance  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  number  of  hogs  to  be  delivered  should  be 
proved  as  alleged  :  Held,  that  the  instruction  was  erroneous. 

•» 

This  cause  was  heard  at  the  June  term,  1837,  of  the  Schuyler 
Circuit  Court,  before  the  Hon.  James  H,  Ealston  and  a  jury.  A 
verdict  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff"  for  $16.  Judgment  was 
entered  upon  this  verdict. 

W.  A.  RiCHARDSOisr  and  G.  W.  P.  Maxwell,  for  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  cited  2  Stark.  Ev,,  83-86,  and  note  to  85 ;  4  Bibb,  495 ; 
1  Chit.  Plead.,  334,  338 ;  8  [Johns.,  253 ;  18  Johns.,  453 ;  2 
East,  4. 

S.  T.  LoGAN",  E.  D.  Baker,  and  J.  Semple,  for  the  defendant 
in  error. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit^  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  Ton- 
cray, in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Schuyler  County,  against  Mastin. 
The  declaration  contains  four  counts,  each  on  a  special  contract  for 
the  delivery  of  the  pork  of  nineteen  hogs,  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff,  on  or  about  Christmas,  in  Rushville  ;  the  pork  to  be  paid 
for  at  the  time  of  delivery.  The  first  three  counts  of  the  declara- 
tion state  the  price  of  the  pork  to  be  at  the  rate  of  four  dollars  and 
fifty  cents  per  hundred  weight;  the  last  count  at  the  rate  of  four 
dollars  and  seventy-five  cents  per  hundred  weight.  The  first  and 
third  counts,  in  addition  to  the  pork  of  nineteen  hogs,  added  the 
pork  of  two  other  hogs,  upon  certain  conditions.  All  the  counts 
allege  a  tender  of  the  money.  To  the  declaration  the  defendant 
pleaded  the  general  issue.  Verdict  and  judgment  were  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff.  To  reverse  the  judgment,  this  writ  of  error  is 
brought.  The  whole  of  the  plaintiff''s  evidence  is  embodied  in 
the  bill  of  exceptions ;  which  proved  the  contract  to  be,  that  the 
defendant  was  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  all  the  pork  he  could  spare. 
The  defendant,  by  his  counsel,  moved  the  Court  to  instruct  the 
jury  to  find  for  the  defendant,  as  in  case  of  a  non-suit.  But  the 
Court  overruled  the  motion,  and  refused  to  give  the  instruction. 
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The  defendant,  by  his  counsel,  then  moved  the  Court  to  instruct 
the  jury,  that  if  they  believed,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  contract 
between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  was,  that  the  defendant  should 
deliver  as  much  pork  as  he  could  spare,  and  that  said  pork  was  to 
be  delivered  at  defendant's  house  in  the  country,  they  must  find  for 
the  defendant ;  that  a  contract  to  deliver  nineteen  hogs  is  not  sup- 
ported by  evidence  that  the  defendant  agreed  to  deliver  as  much  pork 
as  he  could  spare ;  which  instructions  the  Court  refused  to  give. 
The  plaintiff's  counsel  then  moved  the  Court  to  instruct  the  jury, 
that  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  number  of  hogs  to  be  delivered 
should  be  pro^d  as  alleged ;  which  latter  instruction  the  Court 
gave.  To  all  these  instructions,  the  defendant,  by  his  counsel, 
excepted.  The  Court  erred  in  refusing  to  give  the  instructions  as 
asked  for  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  and  likewise  erred  in 
giving  the  instructions  to  the  jury  as  asked  for  by  the  plaintiff'. 
Where  the  plaintiff,  in  his  declaration,  declares  upon  a  special  con- 
tract, there  is  no  rule  better  settled,  than  that  the  proof  and  the 
allegations  in  the  declaration  must  correspond.  The  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  Schuyler  county  must  be  reversed,  with  costs, 
and  the  cause  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court,  with  instructions  to 
issue  a  venire  de  novo. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note     See  note  to  Brj'an  ct  al.  v.  Smith,  Ante,  50. 


LovELL   Kimball,  plaintiff   in  error,  "v.    Datus   Kent, 
defendant  in  error.  • 

Error  to  La  Salle. 

Wlierc  an  action  of  assumpsit  was  commenced,  and  ten  days  before  tbe  next  term 
of  the  Court  a  declaration^was  filed  in  the  clerk's  office,  but  no  copy  of  tbe  account 
or  instrument  declared  on  \Yas  filed  with  tbe  declaration,  and  no  such  copy  of  the 
account  or  instrument  was  subsequently  filed ;  and,  at  the  second  term  ol  the  Court, 
tbe  causft  was  dismissed,  on  motion  of  tbe  defendant,  because  no  such  copy  had  been 
filed :     Held,  that  tbe  dismissal  was  erroneous. 

Semblc,  That  a  cause  may  be  continued,  for  a  refusal  or  omission  to  file  a  copy  of  the 
account  declared  on. 

This  was  an  action  of  asswjupsz/!  brought  by  Kimball  against 
Kent,  in  the  La  Salle  Circuit  Court.  The  cause  was  commen- 
ced on  the  21st  of  April,  1838,  and  the  process  was  returnable  to 
the  September  term  of  the  Court,  which  was  holden  on  the  3d 
Monday  of  said  month.  On  the  5th  of  September,  the  plaintiff 
filed  his  declaration,  but  did  not  file  any  copy  of  the  instrument  or 
account  declared  on. 

At  the  October  special  term  of  said  Court,  the  Hon.  John 
Vol.  IL  28 
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Pearson  presiding,  the  cause  was  dismissed  on  the  defendant's 
motion,  because  no  such  copy  was  filed,  and  two  terms  of  the 
Court  had  elapsed  since  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  —  and  a 
judgment  for  costs  rendered  against  the  plaintiff,  who  brought  the 
cause  into  this  Court,  by  writ  of  error. 

Giles  Spring,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Onslow  Peters,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

The  only  question  presented  arises  on  the  6th  |ection  of  the 
practice  act  of  1827.(1)  We  are  of  opinion,  that  the  Court 
improperly  dismissed  the  cause.  The  plaintiff  had  filed  his  dec- 
laration, and,  so  far,  complied  with  the  act.  The  omission  to  file 
the  account  was  not  a  suflicient  reason  for  the  dismissal.  The 
cause  might  have  been  continued  for  a  refusal  or  omission  to  file 
the  account,  but  until  a  rule  had  been  obtained  requiring  the  plaint- 
iff to  file  the  account,  and  there  had  been  a  failure  to  comply 
with  such  rule  by  the  defendant,  the  cause  should  not  have  been 
dismissed.  We  do  not  think  the  Court  should  have  so  summarily 
dismissed  the  cause. 

The  party  was  entitled  to  time  and  [notice ;  besides,  the  dismis- 
sal is  had  at  a  special  term,  and  it  is  possible  the  party  did  not 
anticipate  proceedings  would  be  had  in  the  suit,  or  he  may  have 
had  no  notice  of  the  term. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs,  and  cause  remanded,  with 
leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  file  an  account,  and  to  proceed  in  the  cause. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.    See  The  People  v.  Pearson,  1  Scam.,  459,  473. 
(1)  R.  L.,  488 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  530. 


William  F.  Thornton,  plaintiif  in  error,  v.  James  W. 
Vaughan,  administrator,  and  Sophia  Henry,  admin- 
istratrix of  James  B.  Henry,  deceased,  and  John 
Henry,  William  Henry,  Morrison  Henry,  Mary 
Henry,  Caroline  Henry,  Eveline  Henry,  and 
Bartlett  Henry,  heirs  at  law  of  tlie  said  James  B. 
Henry,  deceased,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  Shelby. 

Delivery  of  possession  and  part  performance,  as  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money, 
and  making  improvements,  will  take  a  parol  contract  for  the  purchase  of  land  out  of 
the  statute  of  frauds. («) 

{a)  Updike  v.  Armstrone,  3  Scam.  E.,  564 ;  Shirley  v.  Henry,  4  Gil.  R.,  583  ;  Hawkins 
«.  Huntri4  111.  R.,  42;  Ramsey  v.  Liston,  25  111.  R.,  114  ;  Blunt  v.  lomlin.  %  111.  R.,  95 
DeWolf  V.  Pratt,  42  111.  R.,  207  ;  and  cases  cited. 
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A  party,  to  avail  himself  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  must  plead  it,  or  rely  on  it  in  some 
torm. 

Where  T.  had  purchased  a  lot  of  land  by  parol,  paid  the  purchase-inoney,  taken  posses- 
sion of  the  land  by  consent  of  the  vendor,  and  received  the  tith^  deeds  for  the 
purpose  of  preparing  a  deed :  Held,  that  these  facts  toolt  the  case  out  of  the  statute 
of  frauds,  and  that  a  court  of  equity  VFOuld  enforce  a  specific  performance  of  the 
contract. 

Where  a  guardian  ad  litem,  of  infant  heirs,  puts  in  an  answer  to  a  bill  in  chancery, 
admitting  the  allegations,  a  court  of  chancery  being  the  general  guardian  of  infants, 
may,  doubtless,  set  aside  the  ansvper  of  the  guardian,  and  direct  him  to  put  in  an 
answer  requiring  the  plaintilf  to  prove  the  facts  set  out  in  his  bill.  But  it  will  not  set 
up  the  statute  of  frautts  to  defeat  tlie  specific  execution  of  a  parol  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  laud,  where  it  is  not  relied  on  by  the  heirs  or  their  guardian. 

This  cause  was  heard  at  the  October  term,  1837,  of  the  Shelby 
Circuit  Court,  before  the  Hon.  Sidney  Breese. 

A.  P.  Field,  Daniel  Gregory,  and  H.  Eddy,  for  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  relied  upon  the  following  points  and  authorities : 

First,  It  is  a  rule  in  equity,  that  what  is  contracted  to  be  done 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  is  considered  as  done,  and  all  the 
consequences  follow.  1  Mad.  Ch.,  363,  364. 

Secondly,  The  statute  of  frauds  of  this  State  is  similar  to,  and 
founded  upon,  the  English  statute.  R  L.,  313  ;(1)  2  Stark  Ev., 
592,  §  4. 

Thirdly,  Performance,  or  part  performance,  of  a  verbal  con- 
tract, takes  it  out  of  the  statute,  and  a  specific  performance  of  the 
contract  will  be  decreed.  1  Mad.  Ch.,  378  ;  2  Chit.  Blac.  158,  side 
paging,  and  note  19 ;  2  Stark.  Ev.,  600,  601,  and  note  1 ;  1 
Johns  Ch.,  273. 

Fourthly,  Giving  possession,  or  payment  of  purchase-money, 
is  considered  as  part  performance,  on  which  a  decree  will  be 
made.  1  Mad.  Ch.  381,  and  note  1 ;  2  Caines'  Cas.,  87;  2  Black. 
Com.,  158,  and  note  19 ;  2  Stark.  Ev.,  600,  601,  and  note  1. 

Fifthly,  If  a  bill  be  filed  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  parol 
contract,  and  the  defendant  admits  the  agreement,  and  submits  to 
perform  it,  or  if  he  does  not  submit  to  perform  it,  yet,  if  he  does 
not  insist  upon  the  statute,  he  is  taken  to  have  waived  it,  and  a 
decree  will  be  made.  1  Mad.  Ch.,  383 ;  3  Peters'  Cond.  R,  524, 
note ;  Doe  ex  dem.  Whitney  v.  Cochran  ei  al,  1  Scam.,  209 ; 
1  Blackf,,  58 ;  Caldwell  v.  Harrington,  Peters'  Cond.  R.,  345 ; 
3  Ohio  R.,  393. 

Levi  Davis,  for  the  defendants  in  error,  cited  2  Pirtl.  Dig., 
416;  1  Bibb,  209 ;  2  Kent  Com.,  244;  4  Kent  Com.,  451. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
William  F.  Thornton  filed  a  bill  in  chancery  in  the  Shelby 
Circuit  Court,  setting  forth  in  substance,  that  on  the  6th  day  of 
February,  1836,  the  said  Thornton  and  James  B.  Henry,   since 

(1)  Gale's'Stat.,  315, 
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deceased,  entered  into  a  bargain  for  the  sale  and  purcliase  of  lot 
No.  8,  in  Block  No.  6]  in  the  town  of  Shelbjville,  whereby  said 
Henry  sold,  and  agreed  to  convey,  to  said  Thornton,  said  lot,  and 
to  give  him  a  warrantee  deed  for  the  same.  That  said  Thornton 
YTHs  to  give,  and  did  give  and  pay  said  Henry  therefor,  the  sum  of 
fifty  dollars,  in  full  consideration  for  said  lot.  That  at  the  time  of 
the  sale  and  payment  for  said  lot,  said  Thornton  took  possession 
(by  consent  and  direction  of  said  Henry)  of  said  lot,  and  also  of 
the  title  deeds  to  the  same,  and  now  has  possession  thereof.  That 
said  sale  was  by  a  verbal  agreement,  and  not  in  writing,  but  that 
the  title  deeds  were  given  up  to  said  Thornton,  to  enable  him  to 
fill  out  a  deed  to  himself;  but  the  said  deed  was  neglected  to  be 
made  for  a  few  days,  and  in  the  mean  time  the  said  Henry  died, 
without  executing  any  deed  for  the  lot.  That  Sophia  Henry,  the 
wife  of  said  James  B.  Henry,  was  administratrix,  and  James  W. 
Yaughan  administrator  of  his  estate,  and  that  the  other  defendants 
were  the  children  and  inftint  heirs  of  said  Henry.  The  bill  prays 
that  a  guardian  ad  litem  be  appointed  for  the  infant  heirs,  and  that 
a  decree  be  made,  requiring  the  defendants  to  execute  a  deed  for 
the  lot  of  land,  and  for  such  other  relief  as  said  Thornton  may  be 
entitled  to. 

Subsequently  to  the  return  of  the  summons  duly  served  on  all 
the  defendants,  a  default  was  entered  against  Vaughan  and  Sophia 
Henry,  the  wife  of  the  said  James  B.  Henry,  for  want  of  a  plea; 
and  at  the  same  time  a  guardian  ad  litem  was  appointed  for  the  in- 
fiint  defendants,  who  answered  that  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  said 
bill  are  true ;  and  that  they  have  nothing  to  say  why  a  decree 
should  not  be  made  as  prayed  for  in  the  bill.  The  cause  being 
brought  to  a  hearing  in  the  Court  below,  that  Court  decided,  that, 
as  the  bill  is  predicated  upon  a  verbal  contract  only,  for  the  sale 
of  land,  that  the  bill  be  dismissed,  and  that  the  defendants  recover 
of  the  complainant  their  costs,  &c.  The  assignment  of  errors 
questions  the  correctness  of  this  decision.  The  decision  of  the 
Court  below  assumes  the  broad  ground,  that  no  acts  of  the  parties 
can  take  a  parol  sale  of  land  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute  of 
frauds,  and  that  the  parties  cannot  waive  the  statute.  Without 
entering  into  the  various  and  contradictory  decisions  of  the  Eng- 
lish and  American  courts  on  the  subject  of  what  acts  will  take  a 
parol  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  out  of  the  statute,  there  is  no 
doubt  but  the  current  of  decisions  in  both  countries  sustain  the 
doctrine,  that  delivery  of  possession  and  part  performance,  as  the 
payment  of  the  purchase-money,  and  making  improvements,  will 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute.  It  has,  also,  been  repeatedly 
decided  in  the  English  courts,  that  a  part}^,  to  avail  himself  of  the 
statute  of  frauds,  must  plead  it,  or  rely  on  it  in  some  form.  "We 
are  consequently  of  opinion,  that  the  Court  erred  in  dismissing 
the  bill,  on  the  ground  that  the  bill  only  sets  out  a  parol  contract. 
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In  tliia  case  the  bill  alleges,  that  the  whole  of  the  purchase-money 
I'or  the  lot  had  been  paid  ;  that  the  possession  of  the  lot  was  taken 
by  Thornton,  by  the  consent  of  Henry,  and  the  title  deeds  were 
delivered  to  Thornton  to  enable  him  to  make  out  a  warrantee  deed 
for  the  lot. 

If  all  these  acts,  together  with  the  consent  of  the  defendants 
that  a  decree  be  made  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  are  not  sufficient 
to  take  a  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  we  are 
at  a  loss  to  conceive  of  a  case  where  it  would  be  proper.  It  is  too 
late  to  say,  that  no  parol  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands  can  be  speci- 
fically enforced  by  a  court  of  equity.  Such  a  decision  converts 
the  statute  of  frauds  into  an  engine  of  fraud.  The  Court  below, 
sitting  as  a  court  of  chancery,  being  the  general  gaurdian  of  infants, 
if  it  had  deemed  it  advisable,  in  order  more  effectually  to  protect  the 
interests  of  the  infants,  might,  doubtless,  have  set  aside  the  answer 
of  the  guardian,  and  directed  him  to  put  in  an  answer  requiring 
the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  facts  set  out  in  his  bill.  This,  we  con- 
ceive, is  all,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  that  the  Court 
below  could  do,  and  all  that  justice  required. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded,  with 
instructions  to  proceed  and  render  a  decree  for  complainant,  or  at 
the  discretion  of  the  Court  below  set  aside  the  answer,  and  proceed 
according  to  the  proof  to  be  exhibited.  No  costs  are  given  to 
either  party. 

Smith,  Justice: 

As  the  statute  of  frauds  was  not  relied  on  in  this  case  by  the 
defendants,  I  concur  in  the  judgment  of  reversal,  without  express- 
ing any  definite  opinion  on  the  construction  to  be  given  to  the 
statute  of  frauds,  (a) 

Decree  revenged. 

Note.  A  specific  performance  of  a  parol  agreement  for  the  sale  of  land  will  be  decreed, 
■where  the  purchase-money  has  been  paid  and  possession  taken  in  pursuance  of  the  con- 
tract, although  the  statute  of  frauds  be  pleaded.  Tibbs  v.  Barker  1  Blackf.,  58. 

(a)  Tarlton  v.  Vietes,  1  Gil.  E.,  473;  Fitzpatrick  v.  Beath,  1  Gil.  R.,  454  ;  Switzler  v. 
Skiles,  3  Gil.  R.,  534  ;  Lear  v.  Choteau,  23  111.  R.,  39 ;  Warren  v.  Dickson,  27,  111.  R., 
118;  Hull  V.  Peer,  27  111.  R.,  312. 


John  Calhou]^,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Bela  C.  Webster 
and  Virgil  Hickox,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  Sangainon. 

When  more  than  a  term  intervenes  between  the  test  and  return  day  of  original  process 
the  writ  is  a  nullity.  Where  a  summons  was  issued  on  the  Cth  of  November,  1839,  and 
made  returnable  •'  at  the  next  term  to  bo  holdeu  on  the  third  Monday  of  November 
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next,"  and  at  the  November  term,  1839,  a  judgment  was  rendered  by  default,  it  was 
reversed  on  error,  (a) 

J.  B.  Thomas,   for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

A.  Campbell,  for  the  defendants  in  error,  contended  that  the 
summons  to  the  defendant  in  the  Court  below  was  suf&cient  under 
the  laws  of  this  State.  That  the  defendant  was  bound  to  know 
when  the  "next  term"  of  the  Court  would  be  holden,  as  the  time 
is  fixed  bj  the  law  of  the  State;  and  no  person  can  plead 
ignorance  of  the  law.  That  the  summons  having  been  made 
returnable  "on  the  first  day  of  the  next  term,  "  all  in  addition,  with 
regard  to  the  time  when  returnable,  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage, 
E.  L.,  487.(1) 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  :(2) 

It  appears  from  the  record  in  this  case  that  the  summons  was 
dated  the  6th  Nov.  1839,  and  returnable  at  the  next  term,  to  be 
holden  on  the  third  Monday  in  the  month  of  November  next.  The 
process  was  served  on  the  defendant,  on  the  7th  of  November, 
1839,  and  judgment  was  taken  by  default,  at  the  November  term, 
1839,  which  was  holden  on  the  third  Monday  of  said  month.  The 
only  question  is,  whether  this  judgment  was  regular. 

It  has  repeatedly  been  held,  that  where  more  than  a  term 
intervenes  between  the  test  and  return  of  original  process,  the  writ 
is  a  nullity.(3)  The  writ  being  absolutely  void,  the  cause  is  out 
of  Court.  It  was  consequently  irregular  to  enter  judgment  by 
default.     The  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note    See  Beaubien  ■».' Barbour,  1  Scam.,  386. 

[a)  Rattan  v.  Stone,  3  Scam.  R.,  540  ;  Hildreth  v.  Hough,  20  111.  R.,331 ;  Elee  v.  Wait 
28  111.  R.,  72  ;  Miller  v.  Handy,  40  111.  R.,  450. 

(1)  Gale's  Stat.,  529. 

(2)  Smith,  Justice,  was  not  present  at  the  argument  of  this  cause. 

(3)  2  Johns.,  190  ;  3  Wilson,  341  ;  2  Blac.  R^,  845. 


Ieam  Nye,  appellant,  v.  Enoch  Wkight,  appellee. 
Appeal  from  Brown. 

The  practice  is  well  settled,  that  a  defendant,  by  filing  a  plea  to  a  declaration,  waives  an 
antecedent  demurrer.  But  where  a  plea  is  relied  upon  as  a  waiver,  it  should  be  set  out 
in  the  record.  The  mere  allegation  in  the  record,  that  issue  was  joined,  is  not 
sufficient. 

Where  the  record  showed  that  a  demurrer  had  been  filed  in  the  Court  below,  by  a 
defendant,  aud  the  plaintiff  had  joined  in  demurrer ;  Held,  that  it  was  error  in  the 
Court  below  to  proceed  with  the  cause,  and  submit  it  to  a  jury,  upon  its  merits,  without 
having  first  disposed  of  the  demurrer. 
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This  action  was  tried  at  the  April  term,  1840,  of  the  Brown 
Circuit  Court,  the  Hon.  Peter  Lott,  presiding.  A  jury  was 
impanneled,  and  a  verdict  and  judgment  rendered  for  the  plaint- 
iff, for  $4:425  and  costs. 

The  defendant  appealed  to  this  Court. 

S.  A.  Douglass,  for  the  appellant. 
S,  T.  Logan,  for  the  appellee. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

Wright  brought  an  action  of  trespass  against  Nye.  The  defend- 
ant below  demurred  to  the  declaration,  and  the  plaintiff  below 
joined  in  demurrer. 

The  record,  after  containing  several  orders,  states,  "This  day 
again  came  the  parties,  by  their  attorneys,  and  issue  being  joined, 
put  themselves  upon  the  country  for  trial ;  and  thereupon  came  a 
jury,"  &c.,  who  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  below,  and  judg- 
ment was  rendered  thereon. 

It  does  not  appear,  from  the  record,  that  the  demurrer  filed  in 
the  cause  was  disposed  of  or  decided,  unless  the  entry  on  the 
record,  as  above  stated,  waived  the  demurrer.  The  practice  is 
well  settled,  that  the  defendant,  by  filing  a  plea  to  the  declaration, 
waives  an  antecedent  demurrer ;  but  as  the  record  shows  a  demur- 
rer filed,  it  ought  to  appear  distinctly  from  the  record  that  the 
defendant  had  consented  to  waive  the  demurrer,  and  had  filed  a 
plea.  In  case  a  plea  is  relied  on  as  a  waiver,  the  plea  should  be 
set  out  in  the  record. 

The  mere  allegation  in  the  record,  that  issue  was  joined,  is  not 
sufficient.  The  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cause 
remanded  with  instructions  to  the  Court  below,  to  decide  the 
demurrer,  or  in  the  event  that  a  plea  has  been  filed  in  the  cause 
by  which  the  demurrer  has  been  waived,  that  a  venire  de  novo  issue. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.    See  Lincoln  et  al.  v.  Cook,  Ante,  61. 


Hail  Mason,  plaintiflf  in  error,  v.  Joel  Finch,  defend- 
ant in  error. 

Error  to  Madison. 

The  Circuit  Court  of  Madison  county  has  authority  to  issue  an  execution  upon  a 
iudgment  recovered  in  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Alton,  thougli  such  judg 
meut  was  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  the  appeal  pending  therein  at  the  time 
of  the  passage  of  the  act  abolishing  the  said  Municipal  Court. 
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In  construing  statutes,  courts  are  to  look  at  the  language  of  the  whole  act ;  and  if  they 
find,  in  any  particular  clause,  an  expression  not  so  large  and  extensive  in  its  import 
as  those  used  in  other  parts  of  the  same  statute  ;  if,  upon  a  view  of  the  whole  act, 
they  can  collect  from  the  more  large  and  extensive  expressions  used  in  other  parts,  the 
real  intention  of  the  legislature,  it  is  their  duty  to  give  effect  to  the  larger  expressions. 

The  proceedings  upon  the  motion  to  quash  the  execution,  in 
this  case,  were  had  at  the  February  term,  1840,  of  the  Madison 
Circuit  Court,  before  the  Hon.  Sidney  Breese.  The  motion  was 
overruled. 

A.  CowLES  and  J.  M.  Krum,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Wm.  Martin,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  a  motion  to  quash  an  execution,  issued  from  the  Madi- 
son Circuit  Court,  on  a  judgment  "rendered  in  the  Municipal 
Court  of  the  city  of  Alton,  at  the  January  term,  1839 ;  which 
execution  was  issued  on  the  11th  day  of  October,  1839.  The 
judgment  and  execution  are  in  favor  of  Joel  Finch  and  against 
Hail  Mason.     The  motion  to  quash  was  overruled. 

The  following  causes  are  assigned  for  error : 

The  motion  to  quash  the  execution  was  made  upon  the  follow- 
ing grounds:  1.  Because  there  is  no  judgment  of  the  Madison 
Circuit  Court  in  favor  of  the  said  Joel  Finch  against  the  said 
Hail  Mason,  whereupon  to  issue  the  said  execution.  2.  Because 
the  said  execution  is  issued  without  any  authority  of  law.  3. 
Because  the  clerk  of  the  Madison  Circuit  Court  issued  the  said 
execution  upon  a  judgment  of  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of 
Alton,  in  the  county  of  Madison,  when,  after  the  repeal  of  said 
Court,  there  was  no  legal  authority,  by  the  law  of  the  land,  to 
issue  an  execution  upon  said  judgment. 

The  words  of  the  statute  passed  in  1839,  repealing  the  statute 
incorporating  the  city  of  Alton  are  "  all  suits  or  matters,  both  in 
law  and  equity,  now  pending  and  undetermined  in  the  Municipal 
Court,  shall  be  heard,  tried  or  prosecuted  to  final  judgment  and 
execution  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  county  of  Madison,  in  the 
same  manner  as  they  would  be  if  the  said  suit  had  been  originally 
made  returnable  or  had  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  county  of 
Madison ;  and  all  records,  dockets  and  papers  belonging  to, 
arising  from,  or  connected  with  the  said  Municipal  Court  shall  be 
transferred  and  delivered  over,  by  the  clerk  of  the  Municipal  Court, 
to  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  county  of  Madison." 
The  record  shows  that  an  appeal  in  this  case  was  taken  and  pend- 
ing in  this  Court  when  the  act  went  into  operation,  repealing  the 
act  incorporating  the  city  of  Alton.  It  does  seem  to  me  this 
case  comes  within  the  class  that  the  statute  intended  to  provide 
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for.  This  suit  was  pending  in  this  Court,  and  not  finally  disposed 
of  by  the  Court  below. 

In  construing  statutes,  courts  are  to  look  at  the  language  of 
the  whole  act ;  and  if  they  find,  in  any  particular  clause,  an  expres- 
sion, not  so  large  and  extensive  in  its  import  as  those  used  in 
other  parts  of  the  statute ;  if,  upon  a  view  of  the  whole  act,  they 
can  collect,  from  the  more  large  and  extensive  expressions,  used  in 
other  parts,  the  real  intention  of  the  legislature,  it  is  their  duty  to 
give  effect  to  the  larger  expressions. 

Let  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note,  Construction' of  Statutes:  See  French  v.  Creath,  Breese,  12;  Mason  «.  Walsh, 
Idem,  16;  Nance  v.  Howard,  Idem,  185;  Woodworth  v.  Paiue's  Admrs.,  Idem.,  294; 
Bryans  v.  Smith,  Breese's  App.,  22 ;  Naught  «'.  O'Neal,  Idem,  29  ;  Tufts  v.  Rice,  Idem,  30  ; 
Hall  et  al.  v.  Byrne  ei al.,  1  Scam. ,  140 ;  lilair  v.  Worley,  Idem,  178  ;  Boon  v.  Juliet,  Idem, 
258;  Cboisser  v.  Hargrave,  Idem,  si? ;  Smith  e^  aZ.  w.  Hileman. /rfe?n,  323;  Garrett  ». 
Wiggins,  Idem,  335;  Day  v.  Cushman  ct  al.,  Idem,  475;  Guykowski  v.  The  People, 
Idc7ri,  476;  Goodsell  et  al.  v.  Boynton  et  al..  Idem,  555;  Lawrence  ■?;.  yeatman  et  al., 
Ante,  15  ;  Russell  et  al.  v.  Hamilton,  Ante,  56  ;  State  v.  Wilson,  Post. 


The   State  of  Illinois,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Robert 
Wilson,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Vermilion. 

Counsel  have  aright  to  reqiiii-e  of  the  Court  to  give  an  instruction  as  asked,  when  the 
same  is  in  conformity  with  the  law ;  and  if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  the  jury  may 
not  fully  comprehend,  or  may  be  misled  by  such  instructions,  unless  explained,  it  is 
then  the  province  of  the  Court  to  give  such  additional  instructions  or  explanations  as 
may  obviate  the  danger  of  misapprehension  on  the  part  of  the  jury.  But,  where  such 
course  has  not  been  pursued,  and  the  instruction  given  has  but  slightly  varied  from  the 
one  asked,  and  in  its  legal  import  is  substantially  the  same,  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
below  will  not,  for  that  reason  alone,  be  disturbed. 

On  the  application  of  M.  K.  Alexander,  a  Commissioner  of  the 
Board  of  Public  Works,  for  the  4:th  Judicial  Circuit,  Joseph  Pat- 
terson, a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Yermilion  county,  summoned 
three  householders  to  assess  the  damages  which  Eobert  Wilson 
would  sustain  by  reason  of  the  Northern  Cross  Eailroad  passing 
over  his  land,  who  assessed  the  damages  at  one  cent.  Wilson  ap- 
pealed to  the  Circuit  Court,  and  at  the  June  term,  1839,  the  Hon. 
Justin  Harlan  presiding,  the  cause  was  submitted  to  a  jury,  and  a 
verdict  rendered  for  Wilson  for  $150.  The  cause  was  brought  to 
this  Court  by  writ  of  error. 

U.  F.  LiNDER,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

0.  B.  FiCKLiN,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 
Vol.  n.    '  29 
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Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  a  proceeding  had  under  the  act  of  1833,(1)  "  Con- 
cerning the  Right  of  Way,''''  &c.  The  land  of  Wilson  had  been 
taken  by  the  agent  of  the  State,  to  make  a  railroad  over  it ;  and 
upon  a  trial  in  the  Circuit  Court,  to  ascertain  the  damages  which 
Wilson,  the  claimant,  was  entitled  to  recover,  the  counsel  for  the 
State  moved  the  Court  to  instruct  the  jury,  "That  they,  in  assess- 
ing the  claimant's  damages,  were  to  take  into  consideration  the 
additional  value  said  land  would  derive  from  the  location  and  con- 
struction of  said  road ;  and  if  it  exceeded  the  damages  done  by 
said  road's  passing  through  said  land,  then  the  jury  should  find  in 
favor  of  the  State,  and  allow  to  said  Wilson  nothing."  This 
instruction  the  Court  refused  to  give,  but  gave  the  following 
instruction  :  "  The  rise  of  the  property  consequent  upon  the  adoption 
of  the  system  of  Internal  Improvements,  and  the  survey  and  loca- 
tion of  the  road,  is  not  to  be  taken  into  the  consideration  of  the  jury, 
but  they  are  only  to  take  into  consideration  the  damages  the  land 
will  sustain,  over  and  above  the  additional  value  by  the  construc- 
tion of  the  road."  The  instruction  asked  for  was  in  exact  con- 
formity with  the  law,  and  ought  to  have  been  given  as  asked. 
Counsel  have  a  right  to  require  of  the  Court  to  give  an  instruction 
as  asked,  when  the  same  is  in  conformity  with  the  law ;  and  if,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Court,  the  jury  may  not  fully  comprehend,  or  may 
be  misled  by  such  instruction,  unless  explained,  it  is  then  the 
province  of  the  Court  to  give  such  additional  instructions  or  expla- 
nations as  may  obviate  the  danger  of  misapprehension  on  the  part 
of  the  jury.(a)  This  practice  has  not  been  strictly  pursued  in  this 
case,  but  the  departure  from  it,  as  we  are  inclined  to  think,  has  been 
too  slight  to  justify  a  reversal  of  the  cause,  particularly  as  no  injus- 
tice appears  to  have  been  done.  The  instruction  which  the  Court 
gave  was  correct,  and  although  not  in  the  language  asked  for,  it 
was  substantially,  and  in  its  legal  import,  the  same.  That  portion 
of  the  instruction  of  the  Court  which  excludes  from  the  considera- 
tion of  the  jury,  in  estimating  the  damages  of  the  claimant,  the 
enhanced  value  of  his  land  in  consequence  of  the  adoption  of  tlie 
Internal  Improvement  system,  was  not  asked  for,  nor  in  its  appli- 
cation perceived  as  the  case  is  presented  in  the  record.  The  instruc- 
tion, however,  is  correct,  and  the  presumption  is,  that  it  was 
rendered  proper  by  the  reverse  of  the  proposition  having  been 
assumed  and  urged  by  counsel;  and  under  no  circumstances  of 
the  case  could  it  work  injustice. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  below  is  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.    See  State  v.  Evans,  Ante,  208  ;  Mason  v.  Pincli,  and  note,  Ante,  225. 
(1)  R.  L.,  535  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  584. 
(a)  Brown  v.  People,  4  Gil.  R.,  441 
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Jacob  A.  Gtalusha,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Lyman  But- 
terfield, JuDE  P.  GrAREY,  Erastus  Gtaeey,  and 
Samuel  Freeman,  defendants  in  error. 

Err 07'  to   Cook. 

Under  the  plea  of  non  cepit,  in  an  action  of  replevin,  the  title  to  the  property  in  contro- 
versy is  not  put  in  issue.  The  only  question  to  be  tried  by  jury  is  the  taking  of  the 
property  by  the  defendant,  as  alleged  by  the  plaintiff. 

If  a  Court  is  held  at  a  time  unauthorized  by  law,  all  its  judgments  and  proceedings  of 
such  term  are  without  warrant  of  law,  and  consequently  void. 

This  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury  at  a  term  of  the  Cook  Circuit 
Court,  holden  in  March,  1839,  the  Hon.  John  Pearson  presiding. 
The  jury  gave  a  verdict,  upon  which  judgment  was  rendered,  in 
favor  of  the  defendants,  for  $1  damages  and  cost.  The  cause 
was  brought  into  this  Court  by  the  plaintiff,  by  writ  of  error. 

G-.  Spring,  J.  M.  Strode  and  W.  W.  Brackett,  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error. 

B.  S.  Morris  and  Justin  Butterfield.  for  the  defendants  in 
error. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  replevin,  to  which  the  defendants  pleaded 
two  pleas :  first  non  cepii :  secondly,  that  the  title  to  the  property 
m  controversy  was  in  them.  Upon  these,  issue  was  taken,  and 
the  parties  went  to  trial.  The  plaintiff's  attorney  asked  the  Court 
to  instruct  the  jury,  "  That  under  the  first  plea  the  plaintiff  is  only 
bound  to  prove  that  the  timber  mentioned  in  the  declaration  was 
taken  in  the  place  specified  in  said  declaration,  and  is  not,  under 
said  plea,  bound  to  prove  that  the  timber  is  his  property."  This 
instruction  the  Court  refused  to  give ;  to  which  the  plaintiff 
excepted. 

Under  the  plea  of  non  cepit^  in  an  action  of  replevin,  the  title  to 
the  property  in  controversy  is  not  put  in  issue.  The  only  question 
to  be  tried  by  the  jury  is,  the  taking  of  the  property  by  the  defend- 
ant, as  alleged  by  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  was,  therefore,  enti- 
tled to  the  instruction  prayed  for,  and  the  Court  erred  in  refusing 
to  give  it.(l) 

It  is  also  assigned  for  error,  that  the  Court  was  held,  and  the 
judgment  rendered,  at  a  terra  unauthorized  by  law.  The  record 
shows  the  judgment  to  have  been  rendered  at  a  regular  term  in 
March,  1839  ;  whereas,  by  an  act  of  the  legislature,  passed  at  a 
session  preceding  this  term,  the  time  of  holding  the  Spring  term  of 

(1)  2  Stark.  Ev.,  715. 
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the  Circuit  Court  for  Cook  county  was  changed  from  the  month  of 
March  to  that  of  April,  The  Court  having  been  held,  therefore, 
at  a  time  unauthorized  by  law,  all  its  judgments  and  proceedings 
of  the  term  are  without  warrant  of  law,  and  consequently  void. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded  to 
the  Court  below. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.    See  Goodsell  e^  ai?.  «.  Boynton  ei  aZ.,  1    Scam.,  555;    Note  to  Mason  v.  Finch, 
^rete,225. 


Zephaniah  Holcomb,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  The  Boaed 

OF    COMMISSIONEES     OF     THE     ILLINOIS     AND     MICHIGAN 

Canal,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  Will. 

Where  the  plaintiif  alleged  in  his  declaration,  in  an  action  of  covenant,  that  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendants,  a  corporation  by  the  name  of  the  Board  of  Commissioners  of  the 
Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal,  '•  entered  into  certain  articles  of  agreement,  sealed 
^Yith  the  seal  of  the  plaintiff,  and  sealed  by  the  said  defendants,  by  W.  B.  Archer, 
the  Acting  Commissioner  of  the  said  Board,"  and  then  set  out  the  agreement  in 
haec  verba,  and  alleged  a  performance  of  the  same  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff" ;  to 
which  the  defendants  pleaded  non  est  factum,  without  verifying  the  plea  by  affida- 
vit :  Ueld,  that  the  power  of  the  defendants  to  make  the  contract  could  not  be 
questioned  under  the  pleadings,  and  that  the  plaintiff"  might  prove,  by  parol,  the 
execution  of  the  contract. 

This  was  an  action  of  covenant  brought  in  the  Will  Circuit 
Court,  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  against  the  defendants  in  error. 

The  declaration  alleged  that  on  the  third  day  of  December, 
1836,  the  plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defendants  of  the  other 
part,  entered  into  certain  articles  of  agreement,  sealed  with  the 
seal  of  the  said  plaintiff,  and  sealed  by  the  said  defendants,  by  W. 
B.  Archer,  Acting  Commissioner  of  the  said  Board,  which  said 
articles  of  agreement  the  said  plaintiff  now  brings  here  into  Court, 
the  date  whereof  is  on  the  same  day  and  year  aforesaid,  which 
said  articles  of  agreement  are  in  substance  and  effect  as  follows : 
(Here  the  said  articles  of  agreement  were  recited  and  set  out  in 
lioec  verba.)  By  the  said  articles  of  agreement  the  plaintiff  cove- 
nanted and  agreed  with  the  said  Commissioners  to  grade  and  grub 
a  certain  portion  of  the  State  road  from  Chicago  to  Juliet,  from 
the  south  side  of  Lockport,  and  to  erect  two  frame  bridges,  the 
one  across  a  stream  called  Fractional  Kun,  and  the  other  across 
the  Deep  Ravine  in  the  manner  particularly  described  in  the  said 
articles  of  agreement.  In  consideration  whereof,  the  said  Com- 
missioners covenanted  to  pay  the  said  plaintiff  for  the  improvement 
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of  the  said  road,  the  sum  of  $560,  and  for  the  bridges,  grading, 
and  embankment,  the  sum  of  $800,  making,  in  the  whole,  the 
sum  of  $1,366.  The  declaration  then  alleged  a  performance 
of  the  said  articles  of  agreement  by  the  plaintiff.  That  he  com- 
pleted the  work  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner,  and  according  to 
the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  said  articles  of  agreement ;  and  that 
thereby  an  action  accrued  to  the  said  plaintiff  to  have  and  demand 
the  said  sura  of  $1,366,  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned.  Yet  the 
said  defendants,  although  often  requested,  had  not  paid  the  same,  &c. 

The  defendants  pleaded  non  est  factum^  verifying  it  by  affidavit. 

The  following  bill  of  exceptions  was  taken  on  the  trial : 

"Be  it  remembered  that  the  above  canse  came  on  for  trial,  a 
jury  being  impanneled  for  that  purpose;  upon  which  the  plaint- 
iff offered  to  read  as  the  first  evidence  an  instrument  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy  :  '  Articles  of  agreement  made  and  entered 
into  this  third  day  of  December,  A.  D.  1836,  by  and  between 
Zephaniah  Holcomb  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Board  of  Com- 
missioners of  the  Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal  of  the  other  part, 
Witnesseth, 

[The  contents  of  the  agreement  are  omitted  by  the  Eeporter.] 
"'In  witness  whereof  the  said  parties  have  hereunto  set  their 
hands,  and  affixed  their  seals,  at  Chicago,  this  third  day  of  Decem- 
ber, A.  D.  1836.  ZEPHANIAH  HOLCOMB.     [Seal.] 

"  '  Signed,  sealed,  and    [ 
delivered   in  presence  off 

"  '  W.  B.  Archer,  Acting  Com.''     [Seal.] 

"To  the  reading  of  which  defendants  objected,  which  objec- 
tion is  sustained,  and  the  instrument  not  permitted  to  be  read  as 
evidence  under  the  plaintiff's  declaration. 

"The  plaintiff"  then  called  and  had  sworn  as  a  witness,  Joel 
Manning,  and  asked  this  question,  '  Were  you  the  Secretary  of 
the  Canal  Board  of  the  Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal,  in  1836  ? ' 
which  question  was  objected  to  by  the  defendants,  and  sustained 
by  the  Court.  The  plaintiff  then  asked  witness  '  was  William 
B.  Archer,  in  1836,  the  Acting  Commissioner  of  the  Illinois  and 
Michigan  Canal?  '  Objected  to  by  defendants,  and  sustained  by  the 
Court.  The  plaintiff  then  asked  witness,  'Had  the  Board  of 
Commissioners  of  the  Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal,  on  the  third  of 
December,  1836,  at  the  date  of  this  instrument  (holding  it  up), 
any  corporate  seal?  '  Objected  to  by  defendants,  and  sustained  by 
the  Court.  Next  question  by  plaintiff',  'Is  that  (holding  it,  the 
instrument,  up)  the  handwriting  of  William  B,  Archer?'  Object- 
ed to  by  defendants,  and  sustained  by  the  Court.  The  plaintiff 
then  asked  witness,  '  Was  the  contract  marked  "A,"  and  shown 
to  the  witness,  executed  in  the  presence  of  the  witness  or  not  ?  ' 
Objccttid  to  by  defendants,   and  sustained   by  the  Court.     The 
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plaintiff  tben  asked  the  witness,  '  Do  you  know  how  or  in  what 
manner  the  Board  of  Commissioners  of  the  Illinois  and  Michigan 
Canal  executed,  signed,  and  sealed  their  contracts  or  covenants 
in  1836 1 '  Objected  to  by  defendants,  and  sustained  by  the  Court. 
Next  question  by  plaintiff,  'If  so,  whether  the  contract  shown 
to  you,  and  marked  "A,"  and  being  the  contract  declared  on,  is 
signed  and  sealed  in  the  same  manner  as  others  in  1836,  by  the 
Board?'  Objected  to  by  defendants,  and  sustained  by  the  Court. 
The  plaintiff  then  asked  witness,  'Do  you  know  whether  any 
payment  was  made  by  the  said  defendants  to  the  said  plaintiff,  for 
work  done  under  said  contract  ? '  Objected  to  by  defendants,  and 
sustained  by  the  Court.  The  plaintiff  next  called  Jacob  Fry,  and 
had  him  sworn  as  a  witness,  and  put  to  him  this  question,  '  Are 
you  now  the  Acting  Commissioner  of  the  Board  of  Commission- 
ers of  the  Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal?  '  Objected  to  by  the  defend- 
ants, and  the  objection  sustained  by  the  Court.  The  plaintiff  then 
asked  of  witness,  'Have  the  Board  of  Commissioners  of  the  Illinois 
and  Michigan  Canal  any  corporate  or  common  seal  ?  '  Objected 
to  by  defendants,  and  which  objection  is  sustained  by  the  Court. 
The  plaintiff  then  called  Joel  Manning,  and  asked  witness  this 
question,  '  Did  you  obtain  that  pamphlet  (holding  up  a  pamphlet 
with  the  names  of  Gr.  S.  Hubbard,  "William  B.  Archer  and 
William  F.  Thornton  attached  to  it)  from  the  Canal  Office  ? ' 
Objected  to  by  defendants  and  sustained  by  the  Court.  Plaintiff 
then  again  called  Jacob  Fry,  and  asked  him,  '  Do  you  know  Wil- 
liam B.  Archer's  handwriting,  and  if  you  do,  look  upon  the  paper 
marked  "A,"  and  say  if  it  be  William  B.  Archer's  handwrit- 
ing?' Objected  to  by  defendants,  and  sustained  by  the  Court. 
The  plaintiff  then  asked  witness,  '  Whether  said  Archer  was  the 
Acting  Commissioner  of  the  Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal  on  the 
third  day  of  December,  1836?'  Objected  to  by  defendants,  and 
sustained  by  the  Court.  The  plaintiff  then  again  offered  to  read 
the  said  contract  claimed  to  be  the  one  declared  on,  in  evidence 
to  the  jury,  to  which  reading  the  defendants  objected,  and  which 
objection  was  sustained  by  the  Court. 

"  The  plaintiff  then  having  stated  he  had  no  evidence  except  as 
offered,  and  was  through  with  his  case,  the  defendants  then  and 
there  moved  the  Court  to  non-suit  the  plaintiff;  which  motion  was 
sustained.  To  all  of  which  above  decisions  of  the  Court,  the 
plaintiff  excepts,  and  prays  the  Court  to  sign  and  seal  this  bill  of 
exceptions,  which  is  done  in  open  Court,  this  13th  day  of  April, 
1838.  JOHN  PEARSON,     [Seal.] 

Judge  of  the  7th  Judicial  Circuit^ 

The  cause  was  brought  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error,  and  the 
several  decisions  of  the  Court  below  assigned  for  error. 
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J.  BuTTERFiELD  and  James  II.  Collins,  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error. 

James  Turney,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

The  points  to  be  decided  in  this  case  arise  on  the  rejection  of 
evidence  offered  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  trial. 

It  is  manifest  that  the  questions  put  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  to 
the  witnesses,  which  were  overruled  by  the  Court,  were  relevant 
and  pertinent  to  the  issue  in  the  cause,  and  should  have  been  per- 
mitted to  be  answered  by  the  witnesses.  Some  of  the  evidence, 
also  rejected,  such  as  the  report  of  the  Board  of  Canal  Commis- 
sioners, should  have  been  received  under  the  agreement  of  the 
respective  counsel  recited  in  the  record.  The  authenticity  of 
the  report,  and  its  accuracy,  was  precluded  from  being  shown 
by  the  refusal  to  permit  the  answers  to  the  questions  propounded. 
The  declaration  sets  out  the  contract  by  the  insertion  of  a  copy  in 
the  declaration. 

The  power  of  the  Commissioners  to  make  the  contract  is  not 
questioned,  and,  from  the  pleadings,  could  not  arise  on  the  trial.(«) 
The  plaintiff  was  surely  at  liberty  to  prove  the  point  in  issue,  viz.: 
whether  the  contract  was  made  as  charged  in  his  declaration,  and 
had  been  complied  with  by  him,  and  should  have  been  permitted 
to  establish  by  proof  its  execution  by  the  parties.  Whether,  when 
the  proof  has  been  all  given,  the  contract  was  proven,  was  for  the 
jury,  under  the  direction  of  the  Court,  to  determine. 

We  think  there  is  error  in  the  refusal  to  admit  the  plaintiff's 
evidence,  and  therefore  reverse  the  judgment  with  costs,  and 
remand  the  cause  with  instructions  to  award  a  venire  facias^  de  novo. 

Judgment  reversed. 

{a)  Delahay  vs.  Clement,  Post,  577. 


Daniel  Jackson,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  The  People  of 
THE  State  of  Illinois,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  Macoupin. 

On  a  trial  for  bigamy,  a  copy  of  the  marriage  license  and  certificate  of  the  officer  orper- 
Bon  solemnizing  the  marriage,  properly  authenticated  by  the  clerk  of  the  County  Com- 
missioners' Court,  in  whose  office  the  original  license  and  certificate  were  filed,  is  admis- 
sible iu  evidence  to  prove  such  marriage. 

Under  the  statute  of  Illinois,  it  is  optional  with  the  prosecuting  attorney,  whether  to  use 
the  marriage  license  and  certificate  or  other  record  evidence,  or  to  prove  the  marriage 
by  such  other  evidence  as  is  admissible  to  prove  a  marriage  in  other  cases. 
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A  TRIAL  was  had  in  this  case  at  the  May  term,  1839,  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Macoupin  county,  the  Hon.  William  Thomas  pre- 
siding. 

The  cause  was  brought  into  this  Court  by  the  defendant,  by 
writ  of  error. 

J.  A.  McDouGALL,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

W.  KiTCHELL,  Attorney-General,  and  J.  Gillespie,  for  the 
defendants  in  error. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
This  was  a  prosecution  commenced  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Macoupin  county,  against  Daniel  Jackson,  for  bigamy.  The  indict- 
ment charges  the  said  Daniel  Jackson  with  marrying  one  Sarah 
Hartwell,  on  the  5th  day  of  September,  1836,  in  the  county  of 
Rock  Island  and  State  of  Illinois,  and  having  the  said  Sarah  then 
and  there  for  his  wife ;  and  that  said  Daniel  Jackson  afterwards, 
and  while  he  was  so  married  to  the  said  Sarah  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,' 
on  the  81st  day  of  May,  in  the  year  1838,  in  the  county  of  Macou- 
pin, and  State  of  Illinois,  feloniously  and  unlawfully  did  marry 
and  take  to  wife  one  JSTancy  Solomon,  and  to  her,  the  said  Nancy 
Solomon,  was  then  and  there,  last  aforesaid,  married  ;  the  said 
Sarah,  his  former  wife  being  then  alive ;  which  said  fact,  to  wit, 
that  the  said  Sarah,  his  former  wife,  was  alive  at  the  time  of  the 
marriage  of  the  said  Daniel  Jackson  with  the  said  Nancy  Solomon, 
he,  the  said  Jackson,  then  and  there,  last  aforesaid,  well  knew, 
&c.,  &c.  The  defendant,  by  his  counsel,  moved  the  Court  to  quash 
the  indictment,  which  motion  was  overruled.  The  defendant 
pleaded  not  guilty,  and  a  jury  was  sworn  to  try  the  issue.  The 
State's  Attorney  then  proved  the  first  marriage  by  producing  a 
copy  of  the  marriage  license,  with  a  certificate  of  the  justice  of  the 
peace  of  Rock  Island  county  endorsed  on  the  license,  that  he  had 
solemnized  the  marriage;  and  a  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the 
County  Commissioners'  Court  of  Rock  Island  county,  that  the 
same  was  a  true  copy,  transcribed  from  the  original  on  file  in  his 
office,  &c.  The  defendant  objected  to  the  introduction  of  this  evi- 
dence. The  Circuit  Court  overruled  the  objection.  The  jury  found 
a  verdict  against  the  defendant,  and  sentenced  him  to  confinement 
in  the  penitentiary  for  eighteen  months.  The  defendant  moved  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  which  motion  was  overruled  by  the  Court. 
To  reverse  the  verdict  and  judgment  this  writ  of  error  is  brought; 
The  error  assigned  is,  the  admission  of  the  copy  of  said  license  and 
certificate  in  evidence  to  prove  the  first  marriage. 

In  the  Revised  Code,(l)  in  treating  of  the  kind  of  evidence 
necessary  to  prove  either  marriage,  it  is  provided,  that  "  It  shall 
not  be  necessary  to  prove  either  of  the  said  marriages  by  the  regis- 
ter or  certificate  thereof,  or  other  record  evidence,  but  the  same 

(1)  E.  L.,  198,  §  121 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  220. 
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may  be  proved  by  such  evidence  as  is  admissible  to  prove  a  mar- 
riage in  other  cases."  The  object  of  this  statute  was  to  let  in  an 
inferior  grade  of  evidence.  The  State's  Attorney  was  not  com- 
pelled to  resort  to  the  documentary  evidence  ;  but  the  statute  left 
it  completely  discretionary  with  him  as  to  the  kind  of  evidence  he 
would  use.(a)  The  judgment  of  the  Court  below  is  affirmed. 
Judgment  affirmed. 

(a)  See  Lawsof  1853,  p.  203. 


Joiiisr  B.  Miller,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  The  People  of 
THE  State  of  Illinois,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  Co  oh. 

In  an  indictment  for  having  in  poasesBion  instruments  used  in  counterfeiting  coin,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  charge  the  oifense  to  have  been  committed  feloniously. 

An  indictment  alleged  that  the  defendant  had  in  his  possession,  knowingly,  and  without 
lawful  excuse,  certain  instruments  and  tools  used  in  counterfeiting  the  coin  current  in 
this  State.  Held,  that  the  allegations  were  sufficiently  descriptive  of  the  offense,  and 
in  conformity  to  the  definition  of  the  crime  in  the  Criminal  Code. 

At  the  March  term,  1888,  of  the  Cook  Circuit  Court,  the  Hon. 
John  Pearson  presiding.  Miller  was  tried  and  convicted  upofi  the 
following  indictment : 

"State  of  Illinois,  Cook  County,  ss: 

"The  grand  jurors  chosen,  selected  and  sworn,  in  and  for  the 
county  of  Cook,  in  the  name  and  by  the  authority  of  the  people 
of  the  State  of  Illinois,  upon  their  oaths  present,  that  John  B. 
Miller,  late  of  said  county,  on  the  first  day  of  December,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-seven,  in 
the  county  aforesaid,  one  press  for  coinage,  made  of  iron,  other- 
wise called  a  '  bogus  press;'  one  edging  tool,  made  of  iron  and 
steel,  adpated  and  intended  for  the  working  of  coin  round  the 
edges,  with  grainings,  apparently  resembling  those  on  the  edges  of 
coin  then  and  now  current  in  the  State  aforesaid,  to  wit,  Mexican 
dollars ;  one  die,  made  of  steel,  in  and  upon  which  then  and  there 
were  made  and  impressed  the  figure,  resemblance  and  similitude 
of  one  of  the  sides,  to  wit,  the  eagle  side  of  the  coin  then  and  now 
current  within  the  State  aforesaid,  to  wit,  a  Mexican  dollar ;  one 
other  die,  made  of  steel,  in  and  upon  which  then  and  there  were 
made  and  impressed  the  figure,  resemblance  and  similitude,  to 
wit,  the  reverse  of  the  eagle  side  of  the  coin  then  and  now  cur- 
rent within  the  State  of  Illinois,  called  a  Mexican  dollar;  two 
crucibles  made  of  clay  and  sand,  made  use  of  in  counterfeiting  the 
coin  then  and  now  current  within  the  State  aforesaid,  to  wit,  Mexi- 
can dollars,  without  lawful  excuse ;  then  and  tliere  knowingly 
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had  in  his  possession,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the 
same  people  of  the  State  of  Ilhnois. 

•'And  the  same  grand  jurors,  chosen,  selected  and  sworn,  in 
and  for  the  county  aforesaid,  in  the  name  and  by  the  authority 
aforesaid,  upon  their  oaths  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  John 
B.  Miller,  late  of  said  county,  on  the  first  day  of  December,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-seven,  in 
the  county  aforesaid,  one  press  for  coinage,  made  of  iron  ;  one 
edging  tool,  made  of  iron  and  steel,  adapted  and  intended  for  the 
working  of  coin  round  the  edges,  with  grainings,  apparently 
resembling  those  on  the  edges  of  coin  then  and  now  current  within 
the  State  aforesaid,  to  wit,  Mexican  dollars ;  one  die,  made  of  steel, 
in  and  upon  which  then  and  there  were  made  and  impressed  the 
figure-,  resemblance  and  similitude  of  one  of  the  sides,  to  wit,  the 
eagle  side  of  coin  then  and  now  current  within  the  State  aforesaid, 
to  wit,  Mexican  dollars ;  one  other  die,  made  of  steel  in  and  upon 
which  then  and  there  were  made  and  impressed  the  figure, 
resemblance  and  similitude  of  one  of  the  sides,  to  wit,  the  reverse 
of  the  eagle  side  of  the  coin  then  and  now  current  within  the  State 
of  Illinois,  called  Mexican  dollars;  two  crucibles,  made  of  sand 
and  clay,  made  use  of  in  counterfeiting  the  coin  then  and  now  cur- 
rent within  the  State  aforesaid,  called  Mexican  dollars,  then  and 
there^knowingly  and  unlawfully  had  in  his  custody  and  posses- 
sion, contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided,  and  against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the  same  people  of 
the  State  of  Illinois. 

"A.  HUNTINGTON,  State's  Attorney:' 

After  the  rendition  of  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  the  defendant 
moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  upon  the  following  grounds  : 

"First.  The  indictment  is  not  sufficient  in  law,  for  this,  to  wit: 
it  does  not  charge  the  offense  to  have  been  committed  feloniously. 

"  Secondly.  It  doth  not  appear,  by  or  from  the  indictment,  that 
any  facts  are  properly  charged,  which  are  necessary  to  constitute 
the  crime  for  which  the  defendant  was  indicted,  under  §  78  of  the 
Criminal  Code.(l) 

"  Thirdly.  For  that,  in  the  second  count  of  said  indictment,  the 
offense  is  not  defined  in  the  language  of  the  Criminal  Code  of  the 
State  of  Illinois,  nor  in  the  language  of  the  common  law  defini- 
tion of  the  said  offense,  attempted  to  be  defined  and  charged  in 
said  indictment. 

"Fourthly.  For  that,  in  the  second  count  of  said  indictment, 
the  offense  intended  to  be  charged  is  not  sufficiently  set  out,  nor 
charged,  nor  defined,  either  in  the  language  of  the  Criminal  Code, 
or  in  the  language  of  the  common  law. 

(1)  K.  L.,  187  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  212. 
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"  Fifthly.  It  doth,  not  appear,  in  or  by  the  second  count  of  said 
indictment,  in  what  county  the  offense  charged  was  committed ; 
nor  upon  whose  or  what  authority  the  said  bill  of  indictment  was 
found ;  as  each  count  should  so  charge  or  specify  an  offense,  with 
respect  to  its  definition,  time  and  place  of  commission,  as  would 
make  it  perfect  of  itself,  without  respect  to  any  preceding  count  or 
counts. 

"  Sixthly.  For  that  the  said  indictment  is  uncertain,  imperfect 
and  insufficient  in  other  respects. 

"Seventhly.  For  that  the  said  indictment  doth  not  charge,  with 
sufficient  precision  or  certainty,  any  offense,  as  defined  by  either 
the  statute  of  this  State,  or  by  the  common  law." 

The  motion  was  overruled  by  the  Court  and  the  defendant  sen- 
tenced to  two  and  a  half  years'  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary. 
The  case  is  brought  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error. 

The  following  causes  are  assigned  for  error:  First,  That  the 
Court  erred  in  overruUng  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment;  Sec- 
ondly, That  the  Court  erred  in  giving  judgment  for  the  People; 
Thirdly,  That  the  indictment  is  defective,  in  not  charging  a 
felonious  intent. 

J.  M.  Strode,  J.  Grant  and  J.  Y.  Scammon",  for  the  plaintiff 
in  error, 

G.  W.  Olney,  Attorney-General,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
An  indictment  was  found  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Cook  county, 
against  John  B.  Miller,  "  for  having  in  his  possession  dies  made 
use  of  in  counterfeiting  the  coin  now  current,"  &c.  The  defend- 
ant appeared  and  pleaded  not  guilty.  Jury  ;  and  verdict  of  guilty. 
To  reverse  the  verdict  and  judgment,  this  writ  of  error  is  brought. 
The  following  causes  are  assigned  for  error :  The  offense  is  not 
set  out  in  the  language  of  the  statute,  or  of  the  common  law;  the 
indictment  does  not  charge  the  offense  to  have  been  committed 
"  feloniously  " ;  the  Court  overruled  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment. The  indictment  is  in  the  usual  form.  The  charge  in  the 
indictment  is,  that  the  said  John  B.  Miller,  knowingly,  and  with- 
out lawful  excuse,  had  in  his  possession  dies,  made  use  of  in  coun- 
terfeiting the  coin  then  and  now  current  in  the  State.  "  Every 
indictment  or  accusation  of  the  grand  jury  shall  be  deemed  suffi- 
ciently technical  and  correct,  which  states  the  offense  in  the  terms 
and  language  of  this  code,  or  so  plainly  that  the  nature  of  the 
offense  may  be  easily  understood  by  the  jury."(l)  This  offense 
was  created  by  the  statute,  and  the  charge  in  the  indictment  is  in 
the  language  of  it.  The  offense  is  charged  in  apt  technical  terms, 
and  with  as  much  precision  and  certainty  as  the  statute,  under 
which   the  indictment  is  found,  requires.     The  offense  is  defined 

(1)  R,  L.,  207,  §  ir,2 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  328. 
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in  such  language  as  will  enable  the  defendant  to  plead  a  previous 
conviction  or  acquittal,  if  he  should  be  again  arraigned  for  the 
same   offense.      The  judgment   of    the   Circuit   Court   of    Cook 
county  is  affirmed. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


"William  Doemady,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  The  President, 

DiREGTOKS     AND     CoMPAlSrY     OF     THE     StATE     BaNK     OF 

Illinois,  defendants  in  error. 


^j 


Error  to  Sangamon. 


In  an  action  by  the  plaintiff,  to  recover  the  contents  of  notes  alleged  to  liaA^e  been 
lost  or  consumed  by  fire,  it  is  not  competent  for  him  to  introduce  his  own  testi- 
mony to  the  jury,  to  prove  their  loss,  in  order  to  admit  secondary  evidence  of 
their  contents.  The  proper  course  is,  to  present  to  the  Court  an  affidavit  of  the 
loss,  and  then  secondary  evidence  may  be  admitted  of  the  contents  of  the  notes 
or  bills. (a) 

The  English  practice,  requiring  a  party  to  give  notice  of  the  loss  or  destruction 
of  a  bill  or  note,  in  order  to  maintain  an  action  to  recover  its  contents,  has  never  been 
introduced  into  this  country.     Such  notice  is  not  necessary. 

A  demurrer  to  evidence  must  state  facts,  and  not  merely  the  evidence  conducing  to  prove 
them.  One  party  cannot  insist  upon  the  other  party's  joining  in  demurrer,  without  dis- 
tinctly admitting,  upon  the  record,  every  fact  and  every  conclusion,  which  the  evidence 
given  for  his  adversary  conduced  to  prove. 

Where  a  party  has  been  compelled  to  join  in  demurrer  to  evidence,  and  the  party  demur- 
ring has  not  admitted  upon  the  record  the  facts  and  conclusions  which  the  evidence 
tended  to  prove,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  if  for  the  demurrant,  will  be  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  commenced  by  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  against  the  defendants  in  error,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Sangamon  county.  The  declaration  contains  three  counts ;  the 
first  count  alleges  that  the  plaintiif,  in  consideration  of  six  hundred 
dollars  in  money  paid  to  said  Bank,  received  in  exchange  six  one 
hundred  dollar  bills  of  said  Bank  ;  and  further  avers  a  demand 
and  refusal  to  redeem  by  said  Bank. 

The  second  count  avers  the  receipt  from  said  Bank,  in  exchange 
for  so  much  money  paid  to  said  Bank,  six  bills  of  the  denomi- 
nation of  one '  hundred  dollars  each,  being  payable  at  different 
branches  of  said  Bank,  and  that  the  six  bills  were,  on  the  6th  of 
June,  1 839  (with  the  exception  of  very  small  parts  of  some  of  the 
bills),  destroyed  casually  by  fire;  that  the  dates,  signatures,  or 
branches  where  payable,  cannot  be  found  from  said  remnants  of 
the  said  bills.  It  avers  a  presentation  of  said  remnants  of  bills  at 
the  principal  Bank,  and  a  demand  of  payment,  or  that  other  bills 
be  issued  therefor. 

The  third  count  was  for  money  had  and  received,  and  for  money 
lent. 

The  defendants  pleaded  non  assumpsit. 

At  the  July  term,  1839,  of  the  Sangamon  Circuit  Court,  the 
Hon.  William  Thomas  presiding,  the  cause  came  on  for  trial.     A- 

(a)  Lost  notes.  Palmer  v.  Logan,  3  Scam  R.,  56;  Rogers  v.  Miller,  4  Scam.  R.,  334  ; 
Wade  V.  Wade,  12  Bl.  R.,  92 ;  McMillan  v.  Berthold,  35  111.  R.,  254. 
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jury  was  impanneled,  and  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  heard,  to 
which  the  defendants  demurred,  as  follows : 

"  Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  trial  of  this  cause  the  plaintiff 
proved  that  he  had  in  possession,  on  the  6th  day  of  June,  1839, 
six  or  eight  one  hundred  dollar  bank  bills,  and  other  bank  bills, 
amounting  in  all  to  eight  hundred  or  one  thousand  dollars ;  that 
five  or  six  of  the  hundred  dollar  bills  were  on  the  State  Bank  of 
Illinois,  or  some  of  its  branches,  and  two  of  the  one  hundred  dol- 
lar bills  were  proved  to  have  been  on  one  of  the  branches,  and 
some  of  the  small  notes,  amounting  to  about  forty-five  dollars, 
were  on  the  State  Bank  or  its  branches ;  that  this  money  was  in  a 
pocket-book ;  that  the  branch  notes  were  payable  at  a  branch, 
signed  by  the  president  of  the  State  Bank,  and  countersigned  by 
the  cashier,  and  endorsed  on  the  back  by  the  cashier  of  the  branch, 
payable  to  bearer. 

"  He  further  proved,  that  he  occupied  a  house  in  Springfield,  the 
front  room  of  which  was  used  as  a  shop,  the  next  room  as  a  bed- 
room, and  the  next  as  a  sitting-room,  and  the  last  back  shed  as  a 
kitchen  or  lumber  room.  He  further  proved,  that  on  the  night  of 
the  sixth  of  June,  two  persons  were  called  to  come  to  Dormady's 
house,  one  called  by  Mrs.  Dormady,  the  other  by  another  person. 
When  they  got  there  they  saw  there  had  been  a  fire  in  the  north- 
west corner  of  the  sitting-room ;  that  the  fire  had  been  put  out, 
but  the  boards  were  yet  warm  ;  that  the  fire  had  burned  or  scorched 
the  siding  or  weather-boarding  of  the  room,  about  four  feet  high, 
and  from  eighteen  inches  to  two  feet  wide,  and  some  of  the  floor, 
which  was  of  loose  boards,  had  been  torn  up,  and  that  some 
pieces  of  a  cigar  box  were  burnt  through  which  had  been  under 
the  floor;  that  there  was  a  hole  burnt  through  the  weather  board- 
ing (the  weather  boarding  of  the  next  house  being  on  that  side 
the  wall  of  the  room),  through  which  he  could  have  thrust  his 
hand,  and  that  there  were  two  other  smaller  holes  burnt  through, 
one  above  and  one  below ;  that  there  was  a  candle  stand,  which 
had  been  scorched  on  the  top,  about  seven  inches  long  by  three 
inches  wide,  and  one  of  the  feet  burnt  partially  off;  that  plaint- 
iff's wife  was  in  her  bare  feet  bringing  in  water ;  that  the  plaintiff 
appeared  to  be  insane,  and  had  something  clasped  in  his  hand 
which  was  afterwards  seen  to  be  the  end  of  a  pocket-book  con- 
taining the  ends  of  nine  one  hundred  dollar  bank  notes,  and  some 
smaller  notes,  six  of  which  ends  of  notes  were  proven  to  be  of  the 
same  engraving  with  the  ends  of  the  hundred  dollar  notes  issued 
by  the  defendants,  and  one  end  of  a  five  dollar  note,  to  be  like 
the  engraving  of  the  five  dollar  note  issued  by  the  defendants ; 
that  the  ends  of  the  hundred  dollar  notes  were  pressed  down  to 
the  pocket-book  smoothly,  and  the  smaller  bills,  lying  on  top,  not 
pressed  down. 

"The  plaintiff  further  proved,  that  one  of  the  witnesses  picked 
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up  in  the  room  where  the  fire  had  been  a  small  piece  of  what  he 
took  to  be  burnt  leather,  and  which  looked  like  the  corner  of  a 
pocket-book,  and,  on  opening  it,  saw  some  light  ashes,  which 
looked  like  the  ashes  of  burnt  bank  paper. 

"  Plaintiff  further  proved  that  he  applied  to  Col.  Mather,  presi- 
dent of  the  Bank,  to  know  whether  he  would  pay  the  amount  of 
the  ends  of  the  notes  or  give  other  bills,  and  he  replied  no. 

"  It  further  appeared  from  the  evidence,  that  the  ends  shown  as 
the  ends  of  the  notes  were  nothing  more  than  the  engraving  on 
the  ends ;  and  that  there  was  no  part  of  the  number,  date,  names, 
or  any  part  of  the  notes  necessary  for  the  notes  to  be  paid  at 
Bank ;  but  that  those  ends  of  the  notes  might  all  be  taken  off, 
and  still  have  the  complete  note  which  would  be  paid  at  the 
Bank.  Plaintiff  further  proved,  that,  on  the  evening  of  the  said 
sixth  of  June,  the  plaintiff  took  and  paid  for  his  passage  to  St. 
Louis,  in  the  stage,  which  was  to  start  next  morning.  It  was 
also  proved  that  he  had  in  his  hand  the  end  of  the  pocket-book 
which  was  burnt  at  one  end,  containing  the  ends  of  the  bills 
which  were  also  burnt  in  the  same  manner  as  the  pocket-book, 
except  that  the  small  notes  on  the  top  were  burnt  further  in,  and 
were  crumbled  to  ashes,  which  were  five  dollar  notes ;  and 
that  when  he  opened  his  hand  there  were  new  ashes  in  it,  and 
his  hand  was  dirty  with  ashes,  as  was  the  pocket-book  also ; 
further,  that  the  cinders  from  the  burnt  edge  of  the  pocket-book 
stuck  out  from  one-eighth  to  half  an  inch  further ;  that  the  end 
of  the  pocket-book  was  like  the  one  in  which  the  money  was 
seen  in  the  afternoon  of  that  day,  and  witness  believed  it  to  be 
the  same. 

"  It  was  further  proved,  that  two  one  hundred  dollar  notes,  pay- 
able at  the  branch  of  the  State  Bank,  were  delivered  by  the  teller 
of  the  Bank,  at  the  counter  of  the  Bank,  to  the  plaintiff,  by  way 
of  an  exchange  for  other  notes,  on  the  same  day  the  witness  saw 
the  money  in  the  pocket-book ;  and  also  that  plaintiff  had  pre- 
viously, on  the  same  day,  got  from  the  bank  two  one  hundred 
dollar  notes  on  the  Bank  of  Kentucky.  It  was  also  proved  that 
the  floor  of  the  room,  where  the  fire  had  been,  did  not  reach  the 
wall  by  four  inches. 

"  The  end  of  the  pocket-book,  and  the  ends  of  the  notes 
described  were  produced  in  evidence.  It  v/as  also  proved,  the 
time  the  witness  came  in,  when  the  fire  was  put  out,  was  a  quarter 
past  twelve  o'clock;  and  the  said  defendants,  admitting  the  truth 
of  the  facts  as  above  proved,  and  all  inferences  properly  to  be 
drawn  from  them,  say  that  the  said  testimony  is  not  sufficient,  in 
law,  to  enable  said  plaintiff  to  have  and  maintain  his  said  action 
and  recover  against  the  said  defendants  herein,  wherefore  they 
pray  judgment,  &c. 

"LOGAK  &  BAKER,  for  defendants." 
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The  plaintiff  excepted  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  requiring 
liim  to  join  in  demurrer,  and  the  jury  was  discharged. 

The  Court  took  the  case  under  advisement,  and  at  a  subsequent 
day  of  the  same  term  decided  the  cause,  sustaining  the  demurrer, 
and  rendered  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  costs.(l) 

S.  Strong  and  S.  A.  Douglass,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  con- 
tended, 

First.  The  Court  erred  in  not  receiving  the  testimony  of  the 
plaintiff,  of  the  destruction  of  the  notes,  to  let  in  secondary  evi- 
dence. Jackson,  ex  dem.  Livingston  v.  Frier,  16  Johns.,  193 ; 
Chamberlain  v.  Gorham,  20  Johns.,  144. 

Secondly,  The  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  loss  of  the  notes, 
was  properly  offered  in  evidence,  to  prove  notice  to  defendants  of 
the  destruction  of  the  notes;  its  service  on  them  having  been 
proved,  and  the  averment  being  a  material  one.  1  Chit.  Plead., 
286,  title  "  Notice:' 

Thirdly.  The  Court  erred  in  permitting  the  defendants  to  demur 
to  the  testimony,  without  admitting  the  fact  of  the  destruction  of 
the  bills,  which  the  evidence  conduced  to  prove.  2  Henry  Black- 
stone,  205 ;  2  Tidd's  Practice,  791-794 ;  Black.  Com.,  372 ;  1 
Phillips'  Ev.,  235-237,  and  note. 

Fourthly.  The  Court  erred  in  compelling  the  plaintiff  to  join 
in  demurrer,  as  the  matter  of  fact  was  not  admitted,  and  was  there- 
fore for  the  jury  to  decide,  as  the  only  matter  in  controversy 
between  the  parties.  See  same  authority  last  above  recited,  and 
also  4  American  Com.  Law,  342,  343,  note,  344,  §  1-6. 

Fifthly.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  is  erroneous,  in  that  the 
whole  evidence  would  legally  warrant  a  jury  in  finding  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  therefore  proves  the  issue ;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  $645,  and  interest  from  8th  June, 
1839,  the  time  of  demand  of  payment.  And  for  that  the  Court 
ought  now  to  enter  up  judgment.  2  Tidd's  Practice,  794. 

S.  T.  LoGAisr,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  to  recover  the  amount 
of  certain  notes  of  the  Bank,  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  possessed, 
alleged  to  have  been  casually  destroyed  by  fire,  while  he  was  the 
owner  thereof  The  case  is  brought  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error. 
The  questions  presented  for  consideration  here  arise  out  of  excep- 
tions taken  to  the  opinion  of  the  Circuit  Court,  on  the  offer  to 
introduce  certain  testimony,  by  the  plaintiff,  which  was  rejected 
by  the  Court,  and  such  as  arise  on  a  demurrer  to  evidence. 

This  is  the  first  time  any  question  has  arisen  in  this  Court  on  a 
demurrer  to  evidence ;  and  it  may,  therefore,  be  necessary  to  be 

(1)  The  other  facte  in  the  case  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 
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more  minute  in  the  examination  bestowed  on  the  case,  than  if  such 
questions  had  been  heretofore  considered. 

Its  origin  and  early  use  in  courts  of  justice  we  will  not  attempt 
to  trace  ;  because  it  would,  perhaps,  be  of  no  particular  use  in  the 
determination  of  the  questions  under  consideration. 

It  is  said  the  practice  has,  on  many  occasions,  been  much  misun- 
derstood ;  and  that  'courts  will  be  extremely  liberal  in  inferences 
where  the  party,  by  demurring,  takes  the  question  from  the  proper 
tribunal ;  and  that  it  is  a  course  of  practice,  generally  speaking, 
not  calculated  to  promote  the  ends  of  justice,  and  is  liable  to  much 
abuse.(l)  As  early  as  the  time  of  Mr.  Justice  Blackstone,  it  had, 
in  a  great  measure,  been  disused,  because  of  the  more  frequent 
exercise  of  the  discretionary  powers  of  the  courts  in  granting  new 
trials.  If  by  a  demurrer  to  evidence  it  is  understood  to  be  its  sole 
object  to  refer  to  the  Court  the  decision  of  the  law  arising  on  the 
facts,  those  facts  being  already  admitted  and  clearly  ascertained, 
and  nothing  remaining  but  for  the  Court  to  apply  the  law,  as  in  an 
agreed  case,  then  we  see  ho  strong  objection  to  the  practice ;  but 
such  certainly  has  not  always  been  the  case,  for  it  seems  to  have 
been  frequently  much  misunderstood,  and  to  have  been  attempted 
to  be  greatly  extended  beyond  such  a  rule. 

Having  premised  thus  much,  the  questions  arising  out  of  the 
demurrer  and  exceptions  taken  during  the  progress  of  the  cause 
will  be  examined. 

At  the  trial  below  upon  the  general  issue,  the  plaintiff,  after 
having  by  evidence  established  his  possession  of  the  bank  bills, 
on  the  afternoon  of  the  day  of  the  alleged  destruction  of  the  bills 
by  fire,  offered  to  introduce  his  own  testimony  to  prove  the 
destruction  and  loss,  for  the  purpose  of  admitting  secondary  evi- 
dence, by  parol,  of  their  contents. 

The  Court  decided  that  he  could  not  testify  to  the  Court,  but 
that  his  affidavit  of  the  destruction  of  the  bills  might  be  made, 
aud  delivered  to  the  Court.  This  decision  being  excepted  to  by 
the  plaintiff,  the  defendants  waived  the  necessity  of  proof  of 
loss  of  the  notes,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  was  permitted  to  prove 
the  contents  of  such  notes  or  bills.  The  plaintiff  also  offered  to 
prove  notice  to  the  defendants  of  the  destruction  and  loss  of  the 
bank  notes,  but  the  Court  refused  to  admit  the  evidence  of  notice, 
deciding  that  the  evidence  was  irrelevant ;  the  averment  of  loss 
contained  in  the  declaration,  not  being  a  material  averment,  and 
therefore  not  necessary  to  be  proved. 

It  also  appears  that  the  plaintiff  refused  to  join  in  demurrer, 
because,  as  the  record  states,  the  defendants  did  not  admit,  on  the 
record,  the  facts  which  the  evidence  conduced  to  prove,  to  wit,  that 
the  six  one  hundred  dollar  bills,  and  one  five  dollar  bill,  were  the 
bills  made  by  the  defendants,  and  were  issued  by  the  defendants 
to  the  plaintiff,  by  way  of  exchange ;  and  also  that  the  remainder  of 

(1)  6  Peters'  Cond.  R.,  262. 
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the  bills,  the  remnants  of  which  were  produced  in  evidence,  were 
destroyed  by  fire  casually.  The  Court,  however,  compelled  the 
plaintiff  to  join  in  demurrer,  deciding  that  not  any  thing  could  be 
stated  except  the  evidence ;  and  that  no  fact  which  the  evidence 
conduced  to  prove,  or  which  the  jury  might  find,  was  to  be  stated 
on  the  record.  Upon  an  examination  of  the  case  it  will  be  readily 
perceived  that  the  defendants  have  demurred  to  evidence  of  facts, 
not  to  facts  themselves.  What  was  the  point  in  controversy  ?  Not 
the  possession  of  the  notes  for  which  the  plaintiff  sought  to  recover 
the  amount ;  for  that  was  not  only  clearly  established  by  evidence, 
but  admitted  by  a  waiver  of  the  necessity  of  the  proof  of  the  loss 
and  destruction  of  them.  The  main  fact  in  controversy  was  the 
contents  of  the  notes  destroyed,  which  embraced  the  description 
and  amount. 

Now  nothing  is  more  clear  than  that  the  evidence  of  the  facts 
deposed  to  by  the  witnesses  conduced  materially  to  prove  and 
establish  the  main  facts  in  controversy. 

The  defendant  has  not  admitted  by  his  demurrer  those  facts 
which  the  evidence  so  conduced  to  prove,  and  asked  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  on  the  law  arising  thereon  ;  that  is,  whether  the 
plaintiff,  on  such  admissions  by  the  demurrer,  that  the  notes  were 
notes  of  the  Bank,  and  amounted  to  the  sum  contended  for,  taken 
in  connection  with  the  other  evidence  in  the  cause  of  ownership, 
is  entitled  to  recover ;  but  he  has  sought  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
on  the  testimony  whether  it  proved  the  notes  destroyed  were  those 
alleged  to  have  been  destroyed  casually  by  fire,  and  whether  they 
amounted  to  the  sum  claimed;  thus  seeking  to  compel  the  Court 
to  perform  not  its  appropriate  function,  but  that  of  the  jury,  the 
questions  being  purely  matters  of  fact. 

We  thus  see  that  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  have  mistaken 
the  office  of  a  demurrer  to  evidence.  It  is  stated  by  elementary 
writers,  and  will  be  found  to  be  distinctly  asserted  in  books  of 
practice,  that  where  the  evidence  offered  consists  only  of  a  record, 
or  other  matter  in  writing,  the  adverse  party  may  insist  on  demur- 
ring to  the  evidence,  and  the  party  offering  it  must  either  join  in 
demurrer  or  waive  the  evidence  ;  and  the  reason  is  that  there  can- 
not be  any  variance  of  matter  in  writing;  so  where  the  evidence 
is  by  parol  it  has  been  said  that  if  it  be  certain  and  determinate 
the  party  may  demur  and  oblige  his  adversary  to  join  in  demurrer. 

Where,  however,  it  is  loose,  indeterminate  and  circumstantial,  it 
is  otherwise.  In  such  cases  the  party  offering  the  evidence  will 
not  be  compelled  to  join  in  demurrer,  unless  the  demurrant  admits 
the  evidence  of  the  fact;  or  where  it  is  circumstantial,  unless  he 
distinctly  admits  upon  the  record  every  flict  and  every  conclusion 
which  the  evidence  conduces  to  prove.  He  may,  however,  join  in 
the  demurrer,  and  then  every  fact  is  to  be  considered  as  admitted, 
which  the  jury  could  infer  in  his  favor,  from  the  evidence  demurred 
Vol.  II.  31 
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to.(l)  It  is  thus  seen  that  the  Court  erred  in  its  opinion  of  the 
law  of  demurrer  to  evidence,  and  its  power  to  compel  a  joinder  to 
a  demurrer.  In  order,  however,  to  show  more  clearly,  if  possible, 
the  true  principles  applicable  to  a  case  like  the  present,  it  will  be 
proper  to  quote  freely  from  an  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States,  delivered  by  Mr,  Justice  Story,  in  which  the 
rules  are  most  clearly  and  explicitly  laid  down.  In  the  case  of 
Fowle  V.  The  Common  Council  of  Alexandria,(2)  which  was  an 
action  originally  brought  in  the  Circuit  Court  sitting  in  Alexan- 
dria, in  the  district  of  Columbia,  to  recover  damages  asserted  to 
have  been  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  in  consequence  of  the  neglect 
of  the  defendants  to  take  due  bonds  and  security  from  one  Mars- 
teller,  licensed  by  them  as  an  auctioneer,  according  to  the  provisions 
of  a  statute  requiring  such  bonds  and  security,  the  Court  held,  that 
no  issue  could  be  joined  upon  a  demurrer  to  evidence  so  long  as 
there  was  any  matter  of  fact  in  controversy  between  the  parties. 

The  demurrer  to  evidence  must  state  tacts  and  not  merely  the 
evidence  conducing  to  prove  them.  One  party  cannot  insist  upon 
the  other  party  joining  in  demurrer  without  distinctly  admitting 
upon  the  record  every  fact  and  every  conclusion  which  the  evidence 
given  for  his  adversary  conduced  to  prove.  The  Court  say,  in  this 
case,  "  that  it  is  no  part  of  the  object  of  such  proceedings  to  bring 
before  the  Court  an  investigation  of  the  facts  in  dispute,  or  to  weigh 
the  force  of  testimony,  or  the  presumptions  arising  from  the  evi- 
dence ;  that  is  the  proper  province  of  the  jury.  The  true  and 
proper  object  of  such  a  demurrer  is  to  refer  to  the  Court  the  law 
arising  from  the  facts.  It  supposes,  therefore,  the  fects  to  be 
admitted  and  ascertained,  and  that  nothing  remains  but  for  the 
Court  to  apply  the  law  to  those  facts.  This  doctrine  is  clearly  estab- 
lished by  authorities,' and  is  expounded  in  a  very  able  manner  by 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Eyre,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  all  the  judges 
in  the  case  of  Gibson  v.  Hunter,  before  the  House  of  Lords.  It  was 
there  held  that  no  party  could  insist  upon  the  other  party's  joining 
in  demurrer,  without  distinctly  admitting  on  the  record  every 
fact  and  every  conclusion  which  the  evidence  given  for  his  adver- 
sary conduced  ;o  prove.  If,  therefore,  parol  evidence  is  given  in 
the  case  which  is  loose  and  indeterminate  and  may  be  applied  with 
more  or  less  effect  to  the  jury,  or  evidence  of  circumstances  which 
is  meant  to  operate  beyond  the  proof  of  the  existence  of  those  cir- 
cumstances, and  to  conduce  to  the  proof  of  other  facts,  the  party 
demurring  must  admit  the  facts  of  which  the  evidence  is  so  loose, 
indeterminate  and  circumstantial,  before  the  Court  can  compel  the 
other  side  to  join  therein.  And  if  there  should  be  such  a  joinder, 
without  such  admission,  leaving  the  facts  unsettled  and  undetermi- 
nate,  it  is  a  sufficient  reason  for  refusing  judgment  upon  the  demur- 
rer, and  the  judgment,  if  any,  is  liable  to  be  reversed  for  error. 

(1)  2  Tuck.  Com.,  296 ;  2  Tidd's  Pract.,  793, 794  ;  2  H.  Black.,  187.  (2)  Peters. 
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Indeed  the  case  made  for  a  demurrer  to  evidence  is,  in  many 
respects,  like  a  special  verdict.  It  is  to  state  facts,  and  not  merely 
testimony  which  may  conduce  to  prove  them.  It  is  to  admit  what- 
ever the  jury  may  reasonably  infer  from  the  evidence,  and  not 
merely  the  circumstances  which  form  a  ground  of  presumption. 

The  principal  difference  between  them  is,  that  upon  a  demurrer 
to  evidence  a  court  may  infer  in  favor  of  the  party  joining  in 
demurrer  every  fact  of  which  the  evidence  may  justify  an  infer- 
ence; whereas,  upon  a  special  verdict,  nothing  is  intended  beyond 
the  facts  found.  Upon  an  examination  of  the  case  at  bar,  it  will  be 
at  once  perceived  that  the  demurrer  to  evidence  tried  by  the  princi- 
ples stated  is  fatally  defective.  The  defendants  have  demurred 
not  to  facts,  but  to  evidence  of  facts;  not  to  positive  admissions, 
but  to  mere  circumstances  of  presumption  introduced  on  the  other 
side.  The  plaintiff  endeavored  to  prove  by  circumstantial  evi- 
dence that  the  defendants  granted  a  license  to  Marsteller  as  an 
auctioneer.  The  defendants  not  only  did  not  admit  the  existence 
of  such  a  license,  but  they  introduced  testimony  to  disprove  the 
fact :  even  if  the  demurrer  could  be  considered  as  being  exclusively 
taken  to  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  it  ought  not  to  have  been  allowed 
without  a  distinct  admission  of  the  facts  which  that  evidence  con- 
duced to  prove.  But  when  the  demurrer  was  so  framed  as  to  let 
in  the  defendant's  evidence,  and  thus  to  rebut  what  the  other  aimed 
to  establish,  and  to  overthrow  the  presumptions  arising  therefrom 
by  counter  presumptions,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Circuit  Court  to 
overrule  the  demurrer  as  incorrect  and  untenable  in  principle. 

"The  question  referred  by  it  to  the  Circuit  Court  was  not  a 
question  of  law,  but  of  fact. 

"  This  being  the  posture  of  the  case,  the  next  consideration  is, 
what  is  the  proper  duty  of  this  Court  sitting  in  error?  It  is 
undoubtedly  to  reverse  the  judgment,  and  award  a  venire  facias  de 
novo.  We  may  say,  as  was  said  by  the  judges  in  Gibson  v.  Hunter, 
that  the  demurrer  has  been  so  incautiously  framed,  that  there  is  no 
manner  of  certainty  in  the  state  of  facts  upon  which  any  judg- 
ment can  be  founded.  Under  such  a  predicament,  the  settled 
practice  is  to  award  a  new  trial  upon  the  ground  that  the  issue 
between  the  parties  in  effect  has  not  been  tried." 

The  case  under  consideration,  and  that  upon  which  the  preceding 
opinion  was  given,  are  so  similar  in  the  character  of  the  demurrer 
and  kind  of  proof  offered,  with  the  exception  that  the  former  does 
not  embrace  any  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  it 
may  well  be  considered,  as  to  the  demurrer,  identical  with  that  case  ; 
and  if  that  Court  had  anticipated  the  present  case,  the  reasons  and 
authority  upon  which  its  judgment  is  based  could  not  have  been 
more  apposite.  The  whole  train  of  reasoning  is  directly  applicable 
to  the  case  at  bar,  and  decides  the  question  presented  by  the  demur- 
rer.    The  demurrer  is  clearly  vicious  and  irregular,  and  the  neces- 
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sity  is  felt  of  insisting  upon  a  rigid  conformity  to  the  principles  regu- 
lating this  practice  as  expounded  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Union. 

As  the  case  requires  to  be  remanded,  and  a  venire  facias  de  novo 
must  be  awarded,  it  is  proper  to  settle  the  rule  in  relation  to  the 
preliminary  proof  of  loss.  The  practice  of  admitting  the  oath  of 
the  party  as  evidence  of  loss  of  the  paper  arises  from  the  necessity 
of  the  case.  The  admission  of  the  testimony  was  not  made  a 
question  on  the  trial  of  the  cause,  but  the  manner  of  receiving  the 
proof  seems  to  have  been  the  question  raised.  The  rule  seems  to 
be  well  settled  that  this  proof  is  not  evidence  in  the  cause. 

It  is  not  to  go  to  the  jury,  but  is  addressed  to  the  Court  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  the  right  of  the  party  to  the  admission  of 
secondary  evidence  to  prove  the  contents  of  the  paper  lost. 

The  doctrine  on  this  part  of  the  case  is  ably  and  minutely 
reviewed  in  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  Riggs,(l)  by  Chief  Justice  Mar- 
shall, and  established  the  rule  to  be  as  stated. 

The  Circuit  Court  was  therefore  correct  in  its  decision  in  requir- 
ing the  plaintiff  to  depose  in  writing  to  the  loss  of  the  notes.  No 
error  is  perceived  in  the  rejection  of  the  evidence  offered  to  prove 
notice  of  the  loss  and  destruction  of  the  notes.  The  English 
practice  on  this  subject  has  not  been  introduced  into  this  country; 
and  a  party  may  recover  without  a  special  count  on  a  lost  note. 

This  decision  proceeds  upon  the  recognition  of  the  immateriality 
of  notice  of  the  loss,  and  upon  that  principle  the  Circuit  Court  did 
not  err  in  the  rejection  of  the  proof  of  notice. 

It  has  been  urged,  in  the  argument,  that  as  the  Circuit  Court 
compelled  the  plaintiff  to  join  in  the  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  that 
this  Court  ought  to  consider  all  the  facts  which  the  plaintiff's  evi- 
dence conduced  to  prove,  as  established,  and  render  judgment  for 
the  amount  claimed  in  this  Court. 

The  reasons  advanced  in  support  of  this  position  are  not  con- 
sidered sound,  nor  has  any  adjudged  case  been  produced  to  support 
.the  ground  assumed. 

It  has  been  already  said  that  the  defendants  have  demurred  to 
evidence  of  facts,  and  not  to  facts  themselves,  and  to  presump- 
tions arising  from  circumstances. 

That  the  duty  of  the  Court  is  to  decide  the  law  arising  on  these 
facts,  and  not  to  ascertain  what  the  facts  are.  Should  this  Court 
undertake  to  determine,  from  the  evidence,  whether  that  evidence 
supports,  with  reasonable  certainty,  the  fact  that  the  notes  alleged 
to  have  been  destroyed  were  destroyed,  and  were  the  notes  for 
which  the  plaintiff  has  sought  to  recover  the  value,  and  what  was 
the  contents  of  them,  and  whether  demand  of  payment  had  been 
made,. it  would  be  deciding  a  question  purely  of  fact,  not  of  law 
applicable  to  the  facts.  This  Court  has  no  authority  to  determine 
matters  of  fact,  nor  can  it  appropriately  say  what  shall  be  con- 

(1)  1  Peters,  591. 
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sidered  as  admitted,  because  the  Circuit  Court  has  compelled  the 
plaintiff  to  join  in  demurrer. 

In  the  case  of  Fowle  v.  Common  Council  of  Alexandria,  the 
rule  is  laid  down  to  be  "that  if  there  should  be  a  joinder,  without 
the  admission  required,  leaving  the  facts  unsettled  and  indeter- 
minate, it  is  a  sufficient  reason  for  refusing  the  judgment  on  the 
demurrer,  and  the  judgment,  if  any  is  rendered,  is  liable  to  be 
reversed  for  error." 

The  authority  referred  to  in  2  Tidd's  Practice,  794,  does  not 
support  the  practice  to  render  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the 
merits  in  a  case  like  the  present.  Let  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Sangamon  county  be  reversed  with  costs,  the  cause 
remanded,  and  the  Circuit  Court  directed  to  award  a  venire  facias 
de  novo. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.    See  McCreary  v.  Fike,  2  Blackf.,  374 ;  Doe,  ex  dem.  Wilkins  v.  Rue  et  al.,  4 
Blackf.,  263. 


William  Gillham,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  The  Peesident, 

DiRECTOKS    AND     CoMPAlSrY     OF     THE     StATE     BaJSTK     OF 

Illinois,  defendants  in  error. 


Error  to  the  Municipal    Court  of  the    City  of  Alton. 

In  an  action  by  the  endorsee  of  a  promissory  note  endorsed  in  blank,  it  is  not  necessary 

either  to  fill  up  the  blank,  or  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  legal  holder  of  the  uote. 

The  filling  up  of  a  blank  endorsement  is  a  mere  matter  of  form,  and  may  be  dispensed 

with  altogether. 
If  an  objection  which  can  be  obviated  by  further  proof  be  not  taken,  or  is  not  insisted 

on  at  the  trial,  it  will  not  be  received  as  the  ground  for  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
Where  a  declaration  alleged  that  J.  H.  &  Co.,  together  with  B.  C,  Jr.,  endorsed  the 

note  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  note,  when  produced  in  evidence,  showed  the  blank 

endorsements  of  J.  H.  «fc  Co.,  and  B.  C.  Jr. :  Held,  that  there  was  no  variance. 
Quere,  Whether  the  allegation  in  the  declaration  would  have  been  had  on  a  demurrer 

to  the  declaration. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  October  term, 
1838,  before  the  Hon.  William  Martin.  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff  for  $383.31  and  costs. 

George  T.  M.  Davis  and  A.  W.  Jones,  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  contended : 

1st.  The  Court  below  erred  in  giving  judgment  for  the  defend- 
ants in  error  upon  the  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  inasmuch  as 
the  defendants  in  error  did  not  show  upon  the  trial  of  the  cause 
any  legal  title  to  the  instrument  sued  upon,  or  that  they  were  the 
holders  of  the  note ;  and  as  it  does,  not  appear  from  the  endorse- 
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ments  on  the  note,  nor  the  evidence  introduced,  that  the  defend- 
ants in  error  are  the  legal  holders  of  the  note,  the  judgment  should 
have  been  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  Day  et  al.  v.  Lyon,  6  Harris 
and  Johns.,  140 ;  Cumberland  Bank  v.  McKimley,  Mem,  527 ; 
Wood  V.  Eepold,  3  Idem ,  130 ;  Chitty  on  Bills,  Clark  v.  Picot 
(cited),  256,  588. 

2d.  The  Court  below  erred  in  not  giving  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  upon  the  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  because  the 
said  defendants  in  error  alleged  in  their  said  declaration  that  John 
Hogan  &  Co.  and  B.  Clifford,  Jr.,  jointly  endorsed  the  said  promis- 
sory note,  in  their  said  declaration  described,  to  the  defendant  in 
error,  without  alleging  in  their  said  declaration,  or  proving  on  the 
trial  of  the  cause,  that  the  said  John  Hogan  &  Co.,  the  payee  of 
the  said  promissory  note,  endorsed  the  same  to  B.  Clifford,  Jr. 
Bishop  V.  Hayward,  4  Term  R.,  471 ;  Smith  v.  Savage,  2  Black- 
stone  E.,  100;  Gwinnett  v.  Phillip,  3  Term  R.,  645;  Machel  v. 
Kinnear,  2  Com.  Law  R.,  485. 

3d.  The  Court  below  erred  in  rendering  judgment  for  the 
defendants  in  error,  where  the  same  should  have  been  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  upon  the  aforesaid  demurrer  to  evidence 
upon  this  ground.  If  the  defendant  in  error  pretend,  and  this 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  allegation  in  the  said  declara- 
tion, to  wit,  "  That  John  Hogan  and  Henry  H.  "West,  described 
in  said  note  as  John  Hogan  &  Co.,  together  with  B.  Clifford,  Jr., 
endorsed  the  said  promissory  note "  in  the  said  declaration 
described,  does  not  import  that  John  Hogan  &  Co.  and  B.  Clifford, 
Jr.,  jointly  endorsed  the  said  promissory  note  to  the  said  defend- 
ants in  error,  then  there  is  a  fatal  variance  between  the  evidence 
aforesaid  to  the  jury,  produced  by  the  defendant  in  error,  and  the 
said  declaration,  in  this, — that  the  defendant  in  error  produced 
proof  of  the  signature  of  B,  Clifford,  Jr.,  endorsed  on  the  said 
note  as  aforesaid,  and  thereby  showed  the  interest  of  B.  Clifford, 
Jr.,  in  said  note,  whereas  the  signature  of  B.  Clifford,  Jr.,  should 
have  been  stricken  out  before,  or  on  the  trial  of  said  cause.  Chitty 
on  Bills  (edition  1836),  588 ;  The  King  v.  Lampton,  5  Price,  428, 
and  the  cases  cited  in  support  of  1st  error  assigned. 

S.  Strong  also  argued  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

A.  CowLES,  J.  M.  Krum,  and  J.  Y.  Scammon",  for  the  defend- 
ants in  error. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  the  Bank  as  endor- 
sees of  a  promissory  note  against  Gillham,  the  maker. 

The  declaration  states  that  the  note  was  payable  to  John  Hogan 
and  Henry  H.  West,  under  the  name  of  John  Hogan  &  Co.,  and 
that  John  Hogan  &  Co.,  together  with  Benjamin  Clifford,  Jr., 
endorsed  the  note  to  the  plaintiffs  below. 
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The  defendant  below  pleaded  non  assicmpsit.  On  the  trial  of  the 
cause,  after  the  plaintiffs  had  introduced  their  testimony,  the 
defendant  below  demurred  to  the  same  as  insufficient  to  sustain 
the  action,  to  which  the  plaintiff  joined.  The  demurrer  states 
that  the  plaintiffs  produced  in  evidence  to  the  jury  a  note,  as 
follows : 

"$380. 

^^Alton,  June  21,  1838.  Sixty  days  after  date  I  promise  to  pay 
to  the  order  of  John  Hogan  &  Co.,  three  hundred  and  eighty 
dollars,  for  value  received,  negotiable  and  payable  at  the  Branch 
of  the  State  Bank  at  Alton.  '  WM.  GILLHAM. 

"  Credit  John  Hogan  &  Co. 

"B.  Cliffoed,  Jr." 

On  which  note  are  the  following  names  endorsed  in  blank : 
"John  Hogan  &  Co.,  B.  Clifford,  Jr."  The  plaintiffs  proved,  and 
it  was  admitted  by  the  defendants'  counsel,  that  the  signature 
"John  Hogan  &  Co.,"  endorsed  on  said  note,  was  the  proper 
handwriting  of  John  Hogan"  &  Co.,  the  payees  of  said  note,  and 
that  the  signature  "B.  Clifford,  Jr.,"  was  the  proper  handwriting 
of  B.  Clifford,  Jr.  The  plaintiffs  produced  in  evidence  the  "^c/ 
to  incorporate  the  subscribers  to  the  Banh  of  the  State  of  Illinois  f  {1) 
which  was  all  the  evidence  offered  by  the  plaintiffs.  The  Court 
below  considered  the  evidence  sufficient,  and  gave  judgment  for 
the  plaintiffs. 

The  assignment  of  errors  questions  the  sufficiency  of  the  evi- 
dence to  sustain  the  action. 

It  is  urged  in  the  written  argument,  that  the  endorsement  on 
the  note  should  have  been  filled  up  to  the  plaintiffs,  or  they  should 
have  proved  that  they  were  the  legal  holders  of  the  note.  This 
was  unnecessary.  The  production  of  the  note  by  the  plaintiffs 
below,  with  a  blank  endorsement,  was  prima  facie  evidence  that 
they  were  the  endorsees.(a) 

The  filling  of  a  blank  endorsement  is  a  mere  matter  of  form, 
and  may  be  dispensed  with  altogether.  At  all  events,  after  the 
note  had  been  read  to  the  jury  without  objection,  it  is  too  late  to 
question  the  plaintiffs'  right  to  sue  as  endorsees.(2) 

In  the  case  of  Jackson  v.  Davis,(3)  it  was  held,  "If  an  objection 
which  can  be  obviated  by  further  proof  be  not  taken,  or  is  not 
persisted  on  at  the  trial,  it  will  not  be  received  as  the  ground  of  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial."  Had  the  defendant  objected  to  the  read- 
ing of  the  note  to  the  jury  upon  either  of  the  grounds  assumed, 
the  plaintiffs  could  have  filled  up  the  blank,  or  proved  their  legal 
right  as  holders.  The  note  must  therefore  be  considered  as 
admitted  in  evidence  by  consent. 

The  other  ground  assumed  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff'  in 

(1)  Acts  of  1835,  37  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  93  CJ)  Baylev  on  Bills,  106. 

(3)  5  Cowen,  123.  {<i)  Westou  v.  Meyers,  33  III.  K.,  433. 
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error,  that  there  was  a  variance  between  the  declaration  and  the 
evidence,  is  not  sustained  by  the  record.  The  proof  corresponds 
in  all  essential  particulars  with  the  declaration.  Had  the  defend- 
ant below  demurred  to  the  declaration,  the  question  could  have 
been  raised  as  to  what  interest,  and  for  what  reason,  B.  Clifford, 
Jr.,  endorsed  his  name  on  the  note.  It  might  then,  perhaps,  have 
been  contended,  with  success,  that  the  declaration  was  defective 
in  point  of  form,  for  not  averring  an  endorsement  from  Hogan  & 
Co.  to  Clifford,  and  from  Clifford  to  the  plaintiffs.  This  objection, 
however,  cannot  be  made  on  a  demurrer  to  evidence. 

The  judgment  is  consequently  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affbrmed. 


"William  Gillham,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  The  Peesident, 

DiEECTOES     AND     CoMPANY     OF     THE     StATE    BASS'S!     OF 

Illinois,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  the  Municipal  Court  of  the   City  of  Alton. 

lu  an  action  by  the  State  Bank  of  Illinois  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  the 
objection,  that  the  charter  of  the  corporation  has  not  been  given  in  evidence,  cannot 
be  taken  on  a  demurrer  to  evidence.  Such  an  objection,  if  valid,  should  be  taken  on  a 
motion  for  a  nonsuit. 

The  practice  of  resorting  to  a  demurrer  to  evidence  where  the  defendant  discovers  some 
inadvertence  or  oversight  of  the  plaintiff,  ought  not  to  be  encouraged. 

If  a  party  fails  to  introduce  some  necessary  link  in  the  chain  of  testimony  to  make  out 
his  case,  and  such  failure  is  evidently  the  result  of  oversight,  the  proper  course  for  the 
defendant,  in  order  to  avail  himself  of  the  failure,  is  to  apply  for  a  nonsuit ;  and  if,  on 
the  discovery  of  the  oversight,  the  plaintiff  offers  to  supply  the  defect,  he  is  usually 
permitted  to  do  so,  unless,  by  so  djoing,  surprise  or  injury  vpill  result  to  the  opposite 
party.  The  gi'anting  or  refusing  such  permission  is  a  matter  of  discretion  with 
the  Court. 

If  an  objection  which  can  be  obviated  by  further  proof  be  not  taken,  or  not  persisted  in 
at  the  trial,  the  objection  is  waived. 

Where  a  mistake  is  made  by  the  jury  in  the  assessment  of  damages,  the  remedy  is  by 
applying  to  the  Court  for  a  new  trial.  Such  mistake  cannot  be  urged  oil  a  demurrer  to 
evidence  ;  nor  can  the  insufficiency  of  the  declaration  be  taken  advantage  of  on  such  a 
demurrer. 

This  cause  was  tried  at  the  October  term,  1838,  before  the  Hon. 
"William  Martin.  The  jury  assessed  the  plaintiffs'  damages  at 
$1,811.83.  Judgment  was  rendered  for  this  amount.  The  cause 
was  brought  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error.  The  authorities  cited 
in  the  preceding  case,  between  the  same  parties,  were  relied  on  in 
the  argument  of  this  cause. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff"  in  error  contended  that  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  Court  below  were  bound  to  prove  their  act  of  incorporation, 
and  cited  Hargrave  v.  The  Bank  of  Illinois,  Breese,  84,  and  cases 
there  cited.  They  also  contended  that  the  damages  assessed  by 
the  jury  exceeded  the  principal  and  interest  of  the  note  by  $1.08. 
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G.  T.  M.  Davis,  A.  W.  Jones,  and  S.  Strong,  for  the  plaintiff 
in  error. 

A.  CoWLES,  J.  M.  Krum,  and  J.  Y.  Scammon,  for  the  defend- 
ants in  error. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  commenced  by  the  Bank,  as 
endorsees  of  a  promissory  note,  against  Gillham,  the  maker. 

The  declaration  states,  that  the  note  was  made  payable  to  John 
Hogan  and  Henry  H.  West,  by  the  style  of  John  Hogan  &  Co., 
and  that  they,  together  with  John  M.  Krum,  endorsed  the  note  to 
the  plaintiffs  below.  Gillham  pleaded  7ion  assumpsit.  On  the  trial 
of  the  cause,  after  the  plaintiffs  had  introduced  their  evidence,  the 
defendant  below  demurred  to  the  same,  as  insufficient  to  sustain  the 
action,  in  which  the  plaintiffs  joined,  and  the  jury  contingently 
assessed  the  plaintiffs'  damages.  The  demurrer  states,  that  the 
plaintiffs  produced  to  the  jury  a  promissory  note,  as  follows,  to  wit : 

"  $1797.  Alton,  June  22c?,  1838. 

"  Sixty  days  after  date  I  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of  John 
Hogan  &  Co.  seventeen  hundred  and  ninety-seven  dollars,  for  value 
received,  negotiable  and  payable  at  the  Branch  of  the  State  Bank 
of  Illinois,  at  Alton.  WM.  GILLHAM. " 

On  which  note  is  an  endorsement  as  follows,  to  wit : 

"  Pay  to  the  President,  Directors,  and  Company  of  the  State 
Bank  of  Illinois,  or  order. 

"JOHN  HOGAN  &  Co.     JOHN  M.  KRUM." 

The  plaintiffs  then  proved,  and  it  was  admitted  by  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  that  the  note  was  duly  executed  by  Gillham,  the 
defendant,  and  that  the  signature  "John  Hogan  &  Co.,"  endorsed 
on  said  note,  was  the  proper  handwriting  of  said  John  Hogan  & 
Co.,  and  that  said  Hogan  and  West  were  partners,  &c.,  and  that 
the  signature  "John  M.  Krum,"  endorsed,  as  aforesaid,  on  the  said 
note,  was  the  handwriting  of  said  Krum.  This  was  all  the  evi- 
dence produced  by  the  plaintiffs.  The  Court  below  considered 
the  evidence  sufficient,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 

It  is  here  objected  that  this  evidence  was  insufficient,  because 
the  bank  charter  was  not  given  in  evidence,  because  the  damages 
were  too  high,  because  the  declaration  is  insufficient,  and  because 
there  was  a  variance  between  the  evidence  and  declaration. 

The  act  incorporating  the  State  Bank  declares,  that  it  shall  be 
taken  and  received  by  all  courts,  judges,  magistrates,  and  other 
public  officers,  as  a  public  act.(l)     By  several  public  acts  of  the 

(1)  Acta  of  1835,  14  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  98. 

Vol.  H.  32 
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legislature,  the  act  incorporating  the  State  Bank  has  been  amended, 
and  its  existence  fully  recognized.  It  may  well,  therefore,  be 
doubted,  whether  there  was  any  necessity  to  give  the  charter  in 
evidence.  But  whether  necessary  or  not,  the  objection  cannot  be 
taken  on  a  demurrer  to  evidence.  The  proper  course  would  have 
been  to  have  applied  for  a  nonsuit. 

The  rules  of  law  regulating  trials  are  designed  to  facilitate  and 
promote  justice.  They  are  not  designed  as  traps  to  ensnare  the 
unwary,  or  defeat  the  substantial  ends  of  justice. 

If  a  party  fails  to  introduce  some  necessary  link  in  the  chain  of 
testimony,  to  make  out  his  case,  and  such  failure  is  evidently  the 
result  of  oversight,  the  proper  course  for  the  defendant  is  to  apply 
for  a  nonsuit(a)  and  then  it  is  a  matter  of  discretion  with  the  Court 
trying  the  cause  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  introduce  further  evi- 
dence, if  he  can,  to  supply  the  defective  link. 

If  the  party  cannot  supply  the  defect,  the  nonsuit  is  granted,  as 
a  matter  of  course,  but  the  party,  by  his  laches^  does  not  lose  his 
debt.  His  only  punishment  will  be  the  costs  of  the  suit.  If  the 
plaintiff" offer  to  supply  the  defective  testimony,  permission  is  usually 
granted,  unless  by  so  doing  it  will  occasion  surprise,  or  some 
injury  to  the  opposite  party.  Hence,  the  application  to  the  Court 
to  receive  such  additional  testimony,  after  the  plaintiff  has  closed 
his  evidence  is  addressed  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  Court.(&) 
The  rules  of  law,  we  believe,  are  well  calculated  to  promote  the 
great  objects  of  trials  before  a  jury ;  but  the  practice  of  resorting 
to  a  demurrer  to  evidence,  where  the  defendant  discovers  some 
inadvertence  or  oversight  of  the  plaintiff",  ought  not  to  be  encour- 
aged. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  in  the  case  of 
Jackson  v.  Davis,(l)  lays  down  what  we  think  the  true  rule  on 
this  subject.  They  say,  "  If  an  objection  which  can  be  obviated 
by  further  proof  be  not  taken,  or  not  persisted  in,  at  the  trial,  it 
will  not  be  received  as  the  ground  of  a  motion  for  a  new  trial."  If 
a  court  will  not  grant  a  new  trial,  under  such  circumstances,  neither 
ought  they  to  sustain  a  demurrer  to  evidence. 

If  the  jury,  in  assessing  the  contingent  damages  in  this  case, 
made  a  mistake,  the  proper  course  would  have  been  to  apply  to 
the  Court  below  for  a  new  trial.  The  assessment  of  damages  by 
the  jury  is  not  a  ground  of  demurrer  to  evidence,  neither  can  the 
insufficiency  of  the  declaration  be  taken  advantage  of  in  this  way.(2) 

The  question  of  variance  between  the  declaration  and  evidence 
was  disposed  of  in  another  case  between  the  same  parties.(3) 

The  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(1)  5  Cowen,  123.       '  (2)  2  Tidd's  Pract.,  914.  (3)  Ante,  245. 

(a)  Contra,  Amea  v.  Sinnott,[4  Scam.,  477,  and  note.        (Jb)  Russell  v.  Martin,  Post,  495. 
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JoHisr  CoLEMAisr,  appellant,  v.  Joiiisr  Doe,  ex.  dem.  Wil- 
liam  Henderson  et  al.^  appellee. 

Appeal  from  Fulton. 

In  the  trial  of  an  action  of  ejectment,  proof  of  the  decease  of  one  of  the  lessors  of  the 
plaiutitt',  or  that  no  such  person  ever  existed,  is  inadmissible ;  the  death  of  one  or  all  of 
the  lessors,  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  would  not  abate  the  action. 

If  an  action  of  ejectment  should  be  commenced  on  a  demise  from  a  deceased  person, 
the  proper  course  would  be  to  apply  to  the  Court,  on  affidavit,  to  strike  such  demise 
from  the  declai'ation . 

Where,  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  the  proof  showed  that  the  defendant  was  in  possessic  i 
of  only  seventy-three  acres  off  of  the  north  part  of  the  land  described  in  the  declara- 
tion, and  the  verdict  of  the  jury  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  were  rendered 
against  the  defendant  for  the  whole  tract  of  land,  containing  one  hundred  and  sixty 
acres:  /feM,  that  there  was  no  error. 

A  judgment  in  ejectment  is  a  recovery  of  possession,  without  prejudice  to  the  right. 

Semble,    That    should   a  party,  nucfer  his  writ  of    habere  jfacias  possessionem,  take 

Eossession  of  more  land  than  was  recovered  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  or  should 
e  attempt  to   disturb  the  possession  of  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  the  Court 
would,  in  a  summary  manner,  enquire  into  the  facts  and  grant  a  writ  of  restitution. 

This  cause  was  tried  in  the  Court  below  at  the  November  term, 
1839,  before  the  Hon.  Peter  Lott  and  a  jury.  A  verdict  was  ren- 
dered for  the  plaintiff,  upon  which  the  Court  rendered  judgment 
"that  the  plaintiff  recover  from  the  defendant  his  said  term  in  the 
said  declaration  mentioned,  unexpired  and  to  come,  &c.,  and  that  a 
writ  of  habere  facias  possessionem  be  awarded  him,"  &c.  The 
defendant  appealed  to  this  Court. 

S.  T.  Logan,  for  the  appellant. 

.  Cyrus  Walker,  for  the  appellee. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 
This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  commenced  by  the  plaintiff  on 
demises  from  William  Henderson  and  several  others,  against  Cole- 
man, for  the  recovery  of  the  northwest  quarter  of  section  26,  in 
T.  7  N.  of  E.  4  E.,  of  the  fourth  principal  meridian,  containing 
one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  land.  The  defendant  pleaded  not 
guilty.  On  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  read 
in  evidence  to  the  jury  a  patent  from  the  United  States  to 
William  Henderson,  for  the  lot  in  question,  and  proved  that 
Coleman,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  was  in 
possession  of  seventy-three  acres  of  said  land,  off  the  north  part. 
It  is  unnecessary  to  state  what  is  contained  in  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions in  relation  to  evidence  overruled,  instructions  asked  and 
refused,  and  exceptions  to  instructions  given,  as  they  only  relate  to 
two  points,  that  is,  in  relation  to  the  death  of  Henderson,  one  of 


252  JUNE  TERM,  1840. 


Coleman  v.  Henderson  et  al. 


the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  and  to  the  point  whether,  on  proof  that 
the  defendant  was  in  possession  of  only  seventy-three  acres,  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  at  all,  and  if  so,  whether  the  ver- 
dict must  not  be  restricted  to  the  land  actually  proved  to  be  in 
possession  of  the  defendant  below. 

On  the  first  point,  we  are  of  opinion  that  all  testimony  in 
relation  to  the  death  of  Henderson,  or  whether  such  a  person  ever 
existed,  was  irrelevant.  The  plaintiff  in  the  action  is  John  Doe, 
and  the  death  of  one  or  more,  or  all  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff, 
after  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  would  not  abate  the  action.(l) 

This  principle  settles  the  question  that  all  proof  on  the  trial  in 
relation  to  the  death  of  Henderson  was  irrelevant  and  correctly 
overruled.  Should  an  action  of  ejectment  be  commenced  on  a 
demise  from  a  deceased  person,  the  proper  course  would  be  to 
apply  to  the  Court  below,  on  affidavit,  to  strike  from  the  declara- 
tion such  demise.(2) 

The  other  point  made  in  this  case  is  without  merit.  The  ver- 
dict, although  a  general  one,  could  only  affect  the  defendant  below 
to  the  extent  of  his  possession.  The  effect  of  a  recovery  in  eject- 
ment is  correctly  stated  by  Lord  Mansfield,  in  the  case  of  Ulyss 
V.  Horde.(3)  A  judgment  in  ejectment,  says  that  learned  judge, 
"is  a  recovery  of  the  possession  (not  of  the  seisin  or  freehold) 
without  prejudice  to  the  right,  as  it  may  afterwards  appear,  that 
was  between  the  parties.  He  who  enters  under  it  in  truth  and 
substance  can  only  be  possessed  according  to  right,  'prout  lex  'pos- 
tidat.  If  he  has  a  freehold,  he  is  in  as  a  freeholder.  If  he  has  a 
chattel  interest,  he  is  in  as  a  termor  ;  and  in  respect  of  the  freehold, 
his  possession  comes  according  to  right.  If  he  has  no  title,  he  is 
in  as  a  trespasser,  and,  without  any  entry  of  the  true  owner,  is 
liable  to  account  for  the  profits.'' 

This  is  the  obvious  and  established  construction  of  the  nature 
and  effect  of  a  judgment  in  the  action  of  ejectment.  Hence  no 
person  would  be  injured  by  the  general  verdict  of  the  jury, 
although  it  might  enable  the  party  to  take  possession  of  the  whole 
of  the  tract  mentioned  in  the  declaration.  So  far  as  Coleman  was 
concerned,  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  below  covered  the  whole 
tract,  and  he  had  the  same  right  to  recover  the  whole  tract  as  he 
had  a  part. 

Should  a  party,  however,  under  his  writ  oihcibere  facias  posses- 
sionem^ take  possession  of  more  land  than  was  recovered  by  the 
verdict;  or  should  he  attempt  to  disturb  the  possession  of  a  person 
not  a  party  to  the  suit,  the  Court  would,  in  a  summary  manner, 

(1)  TillingTiast's  Adams  on  Ejectment,  288. 

('2)  Doe  ex  dem.  Marston  et  al.  v.  Butler,  3  Wend.,  153  ;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Low  et  al.  v. 
Reynolds,  1  Caines,  20;  Jackson  ex.  dem.  Butler  et  al.v.  Deitz,  1  Johns.  Cas.,392; 
Jackson  ex  dem.  Aikins  et  al.  v.  Bancroft,  3  Johns.,  259. 

(3)  1  Burr,  114. 
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enquire  into  the  facts  and  award  a  writ  of  restitution. (1)  These 
principles  in  relation  to  the  action  of  ejectment  are  amply  sufficient 
to  protect  all  parties  from  any  injurious  effects  resulting  from  a 
general  verdict,  or  a  verdict  not  definitely  settling  the  extent  and 
description  of  the  land  recovered. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.     See  Camden  ci  al.  v.  Robinson,  Post. 

(1)  Ex  parte  Reynolds,  1  Caines,  500 ;  Jackson  v.  Hasbrouk,  5  Jobns.,  3C6. 


Jefferson  Weatherford,  appellant,  v.  John  Wilson, 

appellee. 

Appeal  from  Montgomery. 

Where  tbe  demurrer  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  pleas  of  the  defendant  is  sustained  as  to  a 
part  of  them,  and  no  decision  is  had  as  to  the  others,  it  is  error  in  the  Court  to  submit 
the  cause  to  the  jury,  and  render  judgment  on  the  verdict,  without  disposing  of  the 
demurrer  as  to  the  latter. 

Where  the  demurrer  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  pleas  of  the  defendant  is  overruled,  the 
Court  should  tender  judgment  for  the  defendant,  unless  the  plaintiff  obtain  leave  to 
withdraw  his  demurrer  and  reply.  ' 

Semble,  That  the  filing  of  a  replication  tendering  an  issue  where  the  similiter  is  not 
signed,  does  not  cure  the  irregularity,  unless  leave  be  obtained  to  withdraw  the 
demurrer  and  reply. 

Under  §  2  of  the  act  of  July,  1837,  amendatory  of  the  practice  act,  a  party  has  a  right  to 
except  to  an  opinion  or  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  overruling  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial ;  and  where  such  motion  is  predicated  upon  the  ground  that  the  jury  decided  con- 
trary to  the  evidence,  the  party  is  undoubtedly  entitled  to  have  the  testimony  spread 
out  in  a  bill  of  exceptions.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  sign  a  bill  of  exceptions  con- 
taining the  testimony.  If  the  judge  has  not  preserved  minutes  of  the  testimony,  he 
should  permit  the  party  excepting  to  make  a  statement  of  the  evidence,  and  require  it 
to  be  submitted  to  the  opposite  party  for  correction ;  and  if  the  parties  cannot  agree, 
the  judge  should  correct  the  bill  from  the  best  lights  he  possesses. (a) 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  party  excepting  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  to  prepare  a  correct  bill 
of  exceptions  and  tender  it  to  the  judge,  and,  if  the  judge  refuses  to  sign  it,  to  apply  to 
the  Supreme  Court  for  a  writ  of  mandamus. 

This  cause  was  tried  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  March  term, 
1839,  before  the  Hon.  Sidney  Breese  and  a  jury.  A  verdict  was 
rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for  $883.33^.  Judgment  was  rendered 
on  this  verdict.     The  defendant  appealed  to  this  Court. 

S.  T.  Logan  and  D.  A,  Smith,  for  the  appellant. 

Cyrus  Walker,  Usher  F.  Linder,  and  J.  S.  Greathouse, 
for  the  appellee. 

LOCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  :(2) 

(a)  People  V.  Jameson,  40  111.  R.,  93. 

(■J)  Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  was  not  present  on  the  argument  of  this  cause. 
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This  was  an  action  for  slander  and  lihel^  commenced  by  Wilson 
against  Weatherford.  The  declaration  contains  two  counts.  The 
first  count  alleges  that  Wilson  was  a  postmaster,  and  that  Weather- 
ford, in  the  presence  of  Junot,  Dagger,  and  others,  spoke  of  Wil- 
son these  false  words,  to  wit,  "  Wilson  broke  open  my  letter 
containing  money,  without  any  authority  from  me;"  and  these 
other  false  words,  to  wit,  "A  letter  directed  to  myself,  containing 
money,  was  broken  open  in  the  post-office,  and  handed  to  me  by 
Wilson,  with  the  seal  yet  wet ;  and  the  letter  was  broken  open 
without  my  authority."  The  second  count  states  that  Weatherford 
made  an  affidavit,  in  which  he  charged  Wilson,  being  postmaster, 
with  breaking  open  a  letter  containing  money,  directed  to  Weather- 
ford, without  authority  from  Weatherford. 

From  the  confused  manner  in  which  this  record  is  made  out,  it 
is  almost  impossible  to  ascertain  with  precision  how  the  various 
pleadings  were  disposed  of  The  following  is  a  synopsis  of  the 
pleadings,  as  found  in  the  record.  The  cause  was  originally  com- 
menced in  the  Macoupin  Circuit  Court,  and  the  venue  changed  to 
Montgomery.  The  record  states  that  the  following  pleas  were 
filed  before  the  change  of  venue,  to  wit.  No.  1  to  the  first  count, 
that  the  words  spoken  are  true.  After  the  plea,  the  words 
"Demurrer,"  "Joinder,"  appear  on  the  record. 

'Plea  No.  2,  to  the  first  count.  The  plaintiff  did  break  open  a 
letter  to  defendant,  in  which  was  enclosed  a  $20  bill,  without  any 
authority  from  defendant,  and  so  he  spoke  the  words  as,  &c. 
"  Traverse  and  issue." 

Plea  No.  3,  to  the  first  count.  The  plaintiff  did  break  open  a 
letter  directed  to  the  defendant,  in  which  was  enclosed  a  $20  bill, 
wherefore  he  spoke,  &c.     "Demurrer;"  "Joinder." 

Plea  No.  4,  to  the  second  count.  The  plaintiff  did  break  open 
a  letter,  in  which  was  enclosed  a  blank  note  for  $20,  wherefore 
the  defendant  made  and  published  the  affidavit.  "  Demurrer ;" 
"  Joinder." 

Plea  No.  5,  to  the  second  count.  The  plaintiff  did  break  open 
a  letter  directed  to  defendant,  in  which  was  enclosed  a  $20  bank 
note,  without  authority,  wherefore  defendant  published  said 
affidavit  as,  &c.     "  Demurrer."' 

Plea,  not  numbered  in  record,  to  the  second  count.  The  state- 
ments made  in  affidavit  are  true,  wherefore  defendant  published, 
&c.     "Traverse  and  issue." 

Plea  No.  6,  to  both  counts.  The  defendant  says,  before  the 
supposed  libel,  and  before  speaking  the  words,  the  plaintiff  did 
break  open  a  letter  directed  to  defendant,  in  which  was  enclosed  a 
$20  bill,  without  any  authority  from  defendant;  wherefore  he 
published  the  affidavit,  and  spoke  the  words  as  by  law  he  might, 
(Sec.     "Demurrer;"  "Joinder." 

The  above  pleas,  with  the  accompanying  words  of  "  Demur- 
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rer,"  "Joinder,  "  "Traverse  and  issue,  "  as  above  specified,  were 
filed  on  the  12th  of  September,  1838.  The  record  then  states, 
that  the  plaintiff  below,  on  the  13th  September,  1838,  filed  a 
demurrer  written  out  in  full,  to  all  the  defendant's  pleas,  but  it  is  not 
joined.  On  the  25th  September,  1838,  at  the  September  term 
of  the  Montgomery  Circuit  Court,  the  following  appears  on  the 
record.  "  This  day  came  the  parties  by  their  attorneys,  and  the 
demurrer  pleaded  by  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  is  sustained  as 
to  the  defendant's  third  and  fourth  pleas;"  and  at  a  subsequent 
day  of  the  same  term  the  cause  was  continued  on  an  affidavit  of 
the  defendant. 

At  the  April  term,  1839,  of  said  Court,  being  the  3d  day  of 
April,  the  defendant,  on  affidavits,  moved  for  a  continuance,  which 
being  denied  (and  to  which  defendant  excepted),  the  record  there 
states,  "  and  the  issues  being  joined,  thereupon  came  the  jurors  of 
the  jury,  "  who  were  elected,  tried  and  sworn,  &c.,  and  gave  a 
verdict  on  the  4th  of  April,  for  the  plaintiff.  Thereupon  the 
defendant  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  several  grounds,  one  of  which 
was,  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  facts  of  the  case,  which  being 
overruled,  the  defendant  excepted.  The  bill  of  exceptions  states, 
that  "  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  offered  to  have  the  facts  of  the 
cause  as  stated  by  the  witnesses  respectively  spread  out  in  this 
bill  of  exceptions,  which  offer  the  Court  refused,  on  the  ground 
that  the  testimony  had  not  been  taken  in  writing  by  the  Court. 

The  record  then  contains  some  uimecessary  and  irrelevant 
matters,  and  then  says,  "And  afterwards,  at  the  same  term  of  the 
same  Court,  the  plaintiff,  by  his  attorneys,  filed  the  following 
replication.  "  This  replication  tenders  an  issue  to  the  defendant's 
first,  second,  fifth  and  sixth  pleas.  It  does  not,  however,  appear 
that  the  defendant's  counsel  signed  the  similiter^  nor  does  it 
appear  that  the  plaintiff  obtained  leave  of  the  Court  to  withdraw 
any  of  the  demurrers  in  the  cause. 

On  the  6th  of  April,  1839,  the  Court  below  gave  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff"  on  the  verdict. 

Among  other  errors  assigned  are  the  following,  first  that  the 
Court  erred  in  not  rendering  judgment  for  the  appellant,  on  over- 
ruling the  appellee's  demurrer  to  the  appellant's  first,  fifth  and 
sixth  pleas ;  and  secondly,  in  refusing  to  spread  out  in  the  bill  6f 
exceptions  the  evidence  given  in  the  case,  cm  overruling  the 
appellee's  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

From  the  synopsis  of  the  pleadings  that  we  have  made,  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  decision  was  made  by  the  Court  below  on  the 
demurrer  to  the  first,  fifth  and  sixth  pleas.  The  record  only 
states,  that  the  demurrer  to  the  defendant's  third  and  fourth  pleas 
was  sustained.  This  decision  left  the  demurrer  to  the  first,  fifth 
and  sixth  pleas  undecided.  That  both  parties  understood  the 
demurrer  to  these  pleas  to  be  overruled  is  evident  from  the  fact 
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that  the  appellant  has  assigned  for  error,  that  the  Court  below  did 
not  render  judgment  for  him  on  such  decision.  And  the  appellee, 
subsequently  to  the  trial,  filed  a  replication  to  these  pleas,  but 
without  having  obtained  leave  of  the  Court,  either  before  or  after 
the  trial,  to  withdraw  his  demurrer  and  reply.  Assuming  it  then 
as  true,  that  the  demurrer  to  these  pleas  was  overruled,  and  the 
pleas  held  good,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Court  below  to  have  given 
judgment  for  the  defendant,  unless  the  plaintiff  obtained  leave  to 
withdraw  the  demurrer  and  reply.  These  pleas  were  in  bar  to 
both  counts  in  the  declaration,  and,  if  good,  barred  the  action . 
But,  assuming  the  fact  to  be  that  the  demurrer  to  these  pleas  is 
still  undecided  in  the  Court  below,  it  was  error  to  have  given 
judgment  on  the  issues  joined,  without  having  first  decided  on  the 
validity  of  these  pleas.  Take, 'then,  either  view,  and  the  judg- 
ment below  is  erroneous. 

In  relation  to  the  second  error  relied  on,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  appellant  has  mistaken  his  remedy.  By  the  second  section  of 
the  act  entitled,  "  An  Act  to  amend  the  Act  entitled  an  Act  concern- 
ing practice  in  Courts  of  Laio^  "(1)  passed  21st  July,  1837,(2)  a 
party  has  a  right  to  except  to  opinions  or  decisions  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  in  overruling  motions  for  new  trials. 

When  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  predicated  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  the  jury  decided  contrary  to  the  evidence,  the  party  is 
undoubtedly  entitled  to  have  the  testimony  spread  out  in  a  bill  of 
exceptions,  to  enable  him  to  assign  for  error  in  this  Court  any 
error  that  may  have  intervened  in  overruling  such  motion.  When 
such  a  case  is  brought  into  this  Court,  it  is  our  duty  to  make  such 
decision  as  the  Court  below  should  have  made.  How  can  this 
Court  know  whether  the  Circuit  Court  decided  correctly  in 
refusing  to  grant  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  because  the  jury  decided 
contrary' to  evidence,  unless  that  evidence  is  furnished  to  this 
Court?  It  was  no  doubt  the  duty  of  the  judge  below  to  have 
signed  a  bill  of  exceptions  containing  the  testimony ;  and  if  the 
judge,  as  stated  by  him,  had  not  preserved  minutes  of  the  testi- 
mony, he  should  have  permitted  the  party  to  have  made  out  a 
statement  of  the  evidence,  and  required  it  to  be  submitted  to  the 
opposite  party  for  correction ;  and  if  the  parties  could  not  agree 
what  the  evidence  was,  the  judge  should  then  have  corrected  the 
bill  with  the  best  lights  he  possessed.  It  was  the  defendant's 
legal  right  to  except,  and  the  omission  of  the  judge  ought  not  to 
prejudice  that  right.  We  think,  however,  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
defendant's  counsel  to  have  prepared  a  correct  bill  of  exceptions, 
and  tendered  it  to  the  judge,  and  then,  if  the  judge  had  refused  to 
sign  it,  the  proper  course  would  have  been  to  have  applied  to  this 
Court  for  a  mandamwi. 

(1)  Acts  of  July,  1837.  (2)  Gale's  Stat.,  540. 
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The  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded, 
with  instructions  to  the  Court  below  to  decide  the  demurrer  to  the 
first,  fifth  and  sixth  pleas,  and  thereupon  proceed  in  the  cause 
according  to  law  and  the  practice  of  the  Court. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Albert   Shepaed,   plaintiif    in    error,   v.    William   B. 
Ogdejst,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Chicago. 

An  affidavit  cannot  give  jurisdiction  to  a  Court  to  send  its  process  out  of  the  county ;  the 
jurisdiction,  if  it  exists,  must  appear  from  the  declaration. 

A  declaration  in  assumpsit,  in  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  in  a  case 
where  pi'ocess  is  served  upon  a  defendant  out  of  Cook  county,  and  in  the  county  in 
which  he  resides,  should  state  that  the  contract  was  specitically  made  payable  in  the 
county  of  Cook,  or  that  the  plaintiff  resides  in  that  county,  and  the  cause  of  action 
arose  therein. (a) 

The  general  statement  in  a  declaration,  under  a  videlicit,  that  on  a  particular  day,  and  at 
a  particular  place,  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  is  no  averment  that  the 
cause  of  action  arose  in  that  place. 

The  cause  of  action  against  a  principal  debtor  in  favor  of  his  surety  accrues  when  the 
surety  pays  the  debt,  not  before. 

Where  a  motion  was  made  to  quash  a  writ  on  the  ground  of  a  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the 
Court  to  issue  it,  on  account  of  defects  in  the  declaration,  and  the  plaintiff  asked  leave 
to  amend  his  declaration,  which  was  granted :  Held,  that  this  was  a  virtual  overruling 
of  the  motion. 

The  rule  that  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  or  in  abatement,  must  be  pleaded 
at  the  return  term  of  the  process,  and  before  the  party  has  entered  a  full  appearance  in 
the  cause,  has  its  exceptions.  One  of  these  exceptions  is,  where  the  declaration  is  not 
filed  at  the  first  term.  In  that  case  the  defendant  is  not  bound  to  plead  either  to  the 
jurisdiction  or  in  abatement,  until  the  plaintiff  is  in  a  situation  to  call  upon  him  for  a 
plea. 

This  cause  was  tried  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  November  term, 
1837,  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Ford.  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff  for  $876.45  and  costs.  The  defendant  prosecuted 
a  writ  of  error  to  this  Court. 

Uei  Osgood,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  cited  Const,  of  Illinois, 
Art.  8,  §§  1,  15  ;  Acts  of  1837,  75-77,  §§  69,  75,  78,  81 ;  Idem,  81, 
§  1 ;  Bell  V.  The  People,  1  Scam.,  397 ;  Key  v.  Collins,  i  Scam., 
403. 

J.  Young  Scammon,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 
This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  commenced  by  Ogden  against 
Shepard,  in  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago.  The 
first  process,  which  was  a  capias,  was  founded  on  the  usual  affida- 
vit, that  the  plaintiff  would  be  in  danger  of  losing  his  debt  in  case 
the  defendant  was  not  held  to  bail ;    and  that  the  indebtedness 

(a)  Kenney  v.  Greer,  13  111.  R.,  432,  and  cases  cited. 
Vol.  II.  33 
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arose  in  the  city  of  Chicago,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  resident 
of  said  city.  The  capias  was  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county 
of  Will,  where  the  defendant  was  arrested  and  held  to  bail. 

The  declaration,  as  originally  filed,  contained  the  common  money 
counts,  with  a  count  on  an  insimul  com-putassent.  The  declaration 
states  that  "the  defendant  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  of  June, 
1837,  at  the  city  of  Chicngo,  was  indebted,"  &c.,  but  contains  no 
averment  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  resident  of  the  city  of  Chicago, 
or  that  the  cause  of  action   arose  there,  except  as  above  stated. 

Appended  to  the  declaration  is  the  copy  of  a  note  on  which  it 
is  said  the  action  is  brought,  made  by  the  plaintiiTand  the  defend- 
ant, the  defendant  as  principal,  and  the  plaintiff  as  surety,  payable 
to  the  State  Bank  of  Illinois  at  their  Branch  at  Chicago.  Also 
an  account  in  the  following  words: 

"  Albert  Shepard  to  William  B.  Ogden,  Dr. 

To  amount  paid  for  Shepard  on  the  above  note, $1,000 

"  money  due  and  owing  from  Shepard, 1,000 

At  the  return  term  of  \\xq,  capias  ad  respondendum^  the  defendant 
below  appeared  and  moved  the  Court  to  quash  the  writ  issued  in 
said  cause,  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  clerk  to  issue  the  same 
to  Will  county,  which  the  plaintiff  resisted;  and  after  argument 
of  the  motion,  which  the  Court  took  time  to  consider,  the  plaintiff 
moved  the  Court  for  leave  to  amend  the  declaration,  which  leave 
was  granted  without  disposing  of  the  motion  to  quash  the  writ. 
And  thereupon  the  plaintiff  amended  the  declaration  by  insertino- 
the  words,  after  the  plaintiff's  name  in  the  commencement  of  the 
declaration,  "  who  is  a  resident  of  the  said  city  of  Chicago." 
Whereupon  the  defendant  moved  the  Court  to  continue  the  cause 
on  the  ground  of  a  material  amendment  to  the  declaration  ;  which 
motion  was  sustained,  and  the  cause  continued.  At  the  next  term 
the  defendant  filed  a  plea  in  abatement  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court,  averring  that  he  was  a  resident  of  the  county  of  Will,  and 
that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  over  his  person.  To  this  plea 
was  appended  an  affidavit  of  the  defendant,  of  the  truth  of  his 
plea.  Tne  plaintiff  below  demurred  to  this  plea,  and  the  defend- 
ant joined  in  demurrer. 

The  Court  sustained  the  demurrer,  and  the  defendant  not  further 
answering,  a  judgment  by  default  was  entered,  and  the  damages 
assessed  by  a  jury  at  $876.45.  The  Court  gave  judgment  thereon. 
A  variety  of  errors  have  been  assigned  ;  itis,  however,  only  neces- 
sary to  enquire  whether  the  Municipal  Court  lawfully  exercised 
jurisdiction  in  this  case.  Without  deciding  the  question  whether 
the  late  Municipal  Court  had,  in  any  case,  right  to  issue  its  original 
process  into  any  other  county  than  the  county  of  Cook,  it  clearly 
had  no  jurisdiction  in  this  case.  This  Court  has  heretofore  decided 
that  an  affidavit  could  notgive  jurisdiction.     The  jurisdiction,  if  it 
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exists,  must  appear  in  the  declaration.  In  the  case  of  Key  v.  Col- 
lins,(l)  decided  at  the  December  term,  1837,  this  Court  say,  that  the 
Circuit  Courts  are  authorized  to  direct  original  process  to  a  different 
county  from  that  in  which  the  action  is  commenced,  in  three  cases 
only.  "First,  The  plaintiff  may  commence  an  action  in  the  county 
where  he  resides,  if  the  cause  of  action  accrued  in  such  county ; 
Secondly,  The  act  authorizes  an  action  to  be  commenced  in  any 
county  where  the  contract  is  specifically  made  payable,  without 
regard  to  the  residence  of  the  plaintiff;  and.  Thirdly,  Where  there 
are  several  defendants  residing  in  diiTerent  counties,  the  plaintiff' 
ma}'  commence  his  action  either  in  the  county  where  the  cause  of 
action  accrued  and  in  which  he  resides,  or  in  any  county  where  one 
or  more  of  the  defendants  reside,"  In  the  case  at  bar,  if  the  plaint- 
iff had  a  right  to  direct  his  capias  to  Will  county,  it  must  be  under 
that  part  of  the  statute  which  authorizes  a  defendant  to  be  sued  in 
the  county  where  the  plaintiff  resides.  But  under  this  part  of  the 
statute,  this  Court,  in  the  case  of  Collins  v.  Key,  say,  "  Two  facts 
must  concur;  the  cause  of  action  must  accrue,  and  the  plaintiff 
reside  in  the  same  county." 

The  declaration,  as  originally  filed,  was  deficient  in  two  particu- 
lars. It  contained  no  averment  that  the  })laintiff  below  was  a  resi- 
dent of  the  county  of  Cook,  and  no  sufficient  averment  that  the 
cause  of  action  accrued  in  that  county. 

The  general  statement  in  a  declaration,  under  a  videlicit,  that  on 
a  particular  day,  and  at  a  particular  place,  the  defendant  was 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  is  no  averment  that  the  cause  of  action  arose 
in  that  place.  One  man  indebted  to  another  is  indebted  to  his 
creditor,  whoever  that  creditor  may  happen  to  be,  and  the  words 
contained  in  the  declaration  were  mere  words  of  form,  and  are 
intended  as  words  laying  a  venue,  and  are  not  designed  to  show  or 
give  jurisdiction  ;  and  the  plaintiff,  under  them,  could  give  evidence 
of  an  indebtedness  contracted  at  another  time  and  place. 

The  defendant  was  consequently  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his 
motion  to  quash  the  writ. 

The  subsequent  motion  of  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  declaration, 
and  the  amendment  made  in  consequence  thereof,  admitting  the 
right  of  a  party  to  have  an  amendment  of  his  proceedings,  so  as  to 
give  a  Court  jurisdiction,  did  not  effect  the  object.  The  declara- 
tion still  remained  without  an  averment  that  the  cause  of  action 
arose  in  Cook  county.  Nor  does  a  reference  to  the  copies  of  the 
note  and  account  at  the  end  of  the  declaration,  if  it  were  proper  to 
use  them  as  a  part  of  the  declaration,  give  the  Court  jurisdiction. 
The  note  is  neither  sued  or  declared  on ;  and  it  merely  shows  the 
f.ict  that  the  plaintiff  was  surety  for  the  defendarit.  That  fact  did 
not  give  the  plaintiff  a  right  of  action  against  the  defendant.     When 

(1)  1  Scam.,  403. 
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a  suret}^  P^-ys  the  money,  the  law  raises  an  implied  assumpsit  that 
the  original  debtor  will  repay  the  security  the  amount  he  has  been 
compelled  to  pay,  in  consequence  of  his  being  surety.  The 
cause  of  action  then  accrued  when  the  plaintiff  paid  the  money  to 
the  Bank  ;  but  the  account  does  not  state  where  he  paid  the  money 
on  the  note,  nor  does  it  state  where  the  second  item  of  the  account 
was  contracted. 

The  Court,  then,  notwithstanding  the  amendment  of  the  declara- 
tion, should  have  granted  the  motion  to  quash  the  capias. 

It  was,  however,  urged  on  the  argument,  that  the  defendant 
below,  by  asking  a  continuance  of  the  cause,  after  the  Court  granted 
leave  to  amend  the  declaration,  had  waived  his  motion ;  and  that  at 
the  next  term,  it  was  too  late  to  plead  in  abatement.  The  Court, 
by  granting  leave  to  amend,  virtually  overruled  the  defendant's 
motion  to  quash,  as  the  object  of  the  amendment  was  to  show  juris- 
diction in  the  Court.  The  defendant  consequently  waived  nothing. 
It  also  appears  from  the  record,  that  the  leave  to  amend  the  declara- 
tion, and  the  continuance  of  the  cause,  based  on  the  leave  to  amend, 
occurred  on  the  13th  of  July,  1837 ;  and  the  amendment  was 
actually  made  on  the  21st  of  August,  1837,  which  was  probably  after 
the  adjournment  of  Court,  The  rule  of  law  that  a  plea  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  or  in  abatement,  must  be  pleaded  at  the 
return  term  of  the  process,  and  before  the  party  has  entered  a  full 
appearance  in  the  cause,  has  its  exceptions.  One  of  these  excep- 
tions is,  where  the  declaration  is  not  filed  at  the  first  term.  In  that 
case,  the  defendant  is  not  bound  to  plead  either  to  the  jurisdiction 
or  in  abatement,  until  the  plaintiff  is  in  a  situation  to  call  upon  him 
for  a  plea. 

In  the  case  at  the  bar,  there  was  no  declaration  filed  in  the  cause, 
which  the  defendant  was,  by  the  practice  of  the  Court,  bound  to 
answer  at  all,  until  the  next  term  after  the  amendment  was  made. 

The  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  was  therefore  filed  in  due  time,  and, 
upon  the  principles  above  laid  down,  ought  to  have  been  sustained, 
and  the  writ  quashed. 

The  judgment  must  consequently  be  reversed  with  costs,  and  a 
judgment  be  entered  that  the  writ  be  quashed. 

Judgment  revet^sed. 

Note.    See  Beaubien  v.  Brinckerhoff  aud  note,  Post. 


SPRINGFIELD.  ggl 


Berry  v.  Savage  ct  al. 


LuciEisr  Berry,  administrator  of  Garrisoist  W.  Berry, 
plaintiff  in  error,  v.  John  Savage  and  John  W.  Pratt, 
defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  Morgan. 

In  order  to  bar  the  plaintiff's  right  to  submit  to  a  nonsuit,  the  jury  mnst  have  the  whole 
of  tlie  case,  including  not  only  all  the  evidence,  but  the  instructions  of  the  Court. 
Consequently,  if,  for  any  cause,  the  jury  retire  from  the  bar  vpithout  having  the  whole 
of  the  case  on  which  they  are  to  render  a  verdict,  the  plaintiff's  right  to  submit  to  a 
nonsuit  is  not  taken  away. 

Where,  in  an  action  upon  a  note  allocked  in  the  declaration  to  have  been  payable  in 
1830,  a  note  was  produced  and  read  in  evidence  without  objection,  payable  "in  "one 
thousand  eighteen  hundred  and  thirtv ;"  and  the  jury,  after  having  retired  to  con- 
sider of  their  verdict,  returned  into  Court,  and  enquired  of  the  Court  whether  the 
note  was  to  be  considered  by  them  as  it  read,  and  the  Court  informed  the  jury, 
that  they  were  bound  to  consider  the  note  as  it  read,  and  as  not  being  due  until 
the  time  expressed  on  its  face ;  and  if,  from  reading  the  note,  it  did  not  appear  to 
be  due,  they  must  find  for  the  defendants,  and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  moved  the 
Court  to  permit  him  to  take  a  nonsuit,  which  was  refused :  Held,  that  the  Court 
erred  in  refusing  the  motion. 

Qi)cre,  Whether,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  Court  would  not  have 
been  justified  in  charging  the  jury,  that  they  had  a  right  to  consider  the  note  as 
due,  if  they  believed,  from  the  face  of  the  note,  that  the  word  "eighteen"  was 
written  bv  mistake  for  "eight." 

This  cause  was  tried  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  June  term, 
1837,  before  the  Hon.  James  H.  Ralston  and  a  jury.  Verdict  and 
judgment  were  rendered  for  the  defendants.  The  cause  is  brought 
into  this  Court  by  writ  of  error. 

Wm,  Thomas,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

E.  D.  Baker,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 

The  following  bill  of  exceptions  was  taken  on  the  trial  of  tliis 
cause,  to  wit :  "  Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  trial  of  this  cause, 
after  the  evidence  had  been  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  the  jury 
had  retired  to  consider  of  their  .verdict,  the  jury  returned  into 
Court  and  enquired  whether  or  not  the  note  was  to  be  considered 
by  them  as  it  read.  The  note  had  been  read  to  the  jury  as  evi- 
dence, under  the  declaration,  without  objection,  but  upon  the 
return  of  the  jury  into  Court,  and  their  making  the  enquiry  afore- 
said, it  appeared,  upon  examination  of  the  note,  that  it  was  made  pay- 
able on  the  day  of one  thousand  eighteen  hundred  and  thirty. 

"  The  variance  between  the  note  and  the  declaration  had  not 
before  been  discovered  by  the  Court,  or  mentioned  by  the  counsel 
on  either  side. 

"The  Court  informed  the  jury,  that  they  were  bound  to  con- 
sider the  note  as  it  read,  and  as  not  being  due  until  the  time 
expressed  on  its  face;  and  if,  from  the  reading  of  the  note,  it  did 
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not  appear  to  be  due,  they  must  find  for  the  defendants.  Where- 
upon, the  pUiintiff 's  counsel  stated  that  he  had  never  before  dis- 
covered the  variance  between  the  note  and  the  declaration,  and. 
moved  the  Court  to  permit  him  to  suffer  a  nonsiiit,  which  motion, 
being  objected  to  by  the  defendants'  counsel,  the  Court  overruled, 
and  refused  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  suffer  a  nonsuit.  The  plaint- 
iff, by  his  counsel,  excepts,"  &c. 

The  assignments  of  errors  questions  the  correctness  of  the 
instructions  to  the  jury,  and  the  refusal  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to 
suffer  a  nonsuit. 

At  common  law,  a  plaintiff  was  permitted  to  take  a  nonsuit  at 
any  time  before  the  verdict  was  rendered  in  Court.(l)  But  by  the 
13th  section  of  "J.n  Act  regulating  the  Practice  in  the  Supreme 
and  Circuit  Courts  of  this  State,  and  for  other  purposes,^''  passed 
March  22,  1819,  it  is  provided,  that  "Every  person  desirous 
of  suffering  a  nonsuit  on  trial  shall  be  barred  therefrom,  unless  he 
do  so  before  the  jury  retire  from  thebar."(2) 

In  order  to  bar  the  plaintiff's  right  of  submitting  to  a  nonsuit, 
the  jury  must  have  the  whole  of  the  case,  including  not  only  all 
the  evidence,  but  the  instructions  of  the  Court.  Consequently, 
if,  for  any  cause,  the  jury  retire  from  the  bar  without  having  the 
whole  of  the  case  on  which  they  are  to  render  a  verdict,  the  plaint- 
iff's right  to  submit  a  nonsuit  is  not  taken  away.(a) 

Many  cases  might  be  put  where  the  greatest  injustice  would 
result  if  this  were  not  the  rule. 

The  facts  in  this  case,  however,  show  the  necessity  of  constru- 
ing the  statute  in  the  manner  above  indicated. 

Had  the  defendants  objected  to  the  reading  the  note  in  evi- 
dence, or  had  they  discovered  the  variance  before  the  jury  went 
out,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  note  would  have  been  rejected 
by  the  Court,  and  the  consequence  would  have  been,  that  the 
plaintiff  would  have  been  nonsuited.  The  objection  ought  strictly 
to  have  been  by  defendants  to  receiving  the  note  in  evidence ; 
and  it  perhaps  may  well  be  dout»ted  whether,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  the  Court  would  not  have  been  justified  in 
charging  the  jury,  that  they  had  a  right  to  consider  the  note  as  due, 
if  they  believed,  from  the  face  of  the  note,  that  the  word  "  eight- 
een" was  written  by  mistake  for  "  eight."  Without  intending, 
however,  definitely  to  decide  this  point,  we  are  clearly  of  opinion, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  submit  to  a  nonsuit,  when  the 
instructions  were  given.  For  not  permitting  the  plaintiff  to  suffer 
a  nonsuit,  the  judgment  below  is  reversed  with  costs,  and  judg- 
ment of  nonsuit  rendered  in  this  Court. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.     See  Barry  v.  Savage  ct  al.,  in  cbancery,  Po<<t. 

(1)  Wooster  v.  Burr,  2  Wend.,  95.  (2)  E.  L.,  486;  Gale's  Stat.,  528. 

(a)  Ross  V.  Chicago,  12  111.  E.,  366. 
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John  E.  Vance  and  Jostatt  S.  Bp.eese,  appellants,  v. 
Isaac  Funk  and  Jesse  Funk,  appellees. 

Ajjpeal  from  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Chicago. 

Where  the  return  of  an  officer  to  a  summons  is  defective,  appearance  and  pleading  in 
chief  cures  the  defect. 

A  statement  in  a  note,  that  it  is  sealed,  where  no  seal  is  affixed,  does  not  make  the  note  a 
sealed  instrument. (a) 

111  an  action,  by  Isaac  and  Jesse  Funk,  on  a  promissory  note  payable  to  Land  J.  Funk,  it 
is  unnecessary,  unless  a  mistake  in  the  names  is  pleaded  in  abatement,  to  prove  the 
Christian  names  of  the  payees. 

In  an  action  airainst  Jolin  E.  Vance  and  Josiali  S.  Breese,  upon  a  promissory  note  made 
by  "J.  E.  Vance  &  Co.,"  no  evidence  was  given  of  the  partnership  of  the  defendants, 
•  except  that  a  witness  stated,  that  he  presented  the  note  to  Breese,  who  stated  that  the 
demand  was  just,  and  that  he  would  in  a  short  time  pay  it :  Held,  that  the  plea  of  non- 
assumpsit,  unless  verified  by  affidavit,  underthe  statute,  did  not  put  in  issue  the  execution 
of  the  note,  as  to  Vance,  and  that  the  confession  of  Breese  was  sufficient  for  the  Court 
to  infer  that  he  was  tlie  partner  of  Vance. 

The  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  although  an  inferior  court  according  to  the 
Constitution,  is  at  common  law  a  superior  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  although  lim- 
ited territorially.  The  rule  of  law  in  relation  to  Courts  of  this  description  is,  that  juris- 
diction is  presumed,  unless  the  contrary  expressly  appears  ;  and  that,  by  appearing  and 
pleading,  the  jurisdiction  is  admitted. 

This  cause  was  tried  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  September  term, 
1838,  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Foird,  without  a  jury.  Judgment  was 
rendered  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  sum  of  $721.25,  and  costs  of 
suit.     The  defendants  appealed  to  this  Court. 

Fkancis  Payton,  for  the  appellants. 

Giles  Spkino  and  J.  Young  Scammon,  for  the  appellees. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  :(1) 

This  was  an  action  of  assimipsit  on  a  promissory  note,  com- 
menced by  Isaac  and  Jesse  Funk  against  Vance  and  Breese,  the 
appellants. 

A  summons  was  issued  to  the  High  Constable  of  the  city  of 
Chicago,  and  was  returned  served  by  him  on  Breese,  one  of  the 
defendants.  At  the  same  time,  another  summons  was  issued  to 
the  county  of  Winnebago,  and  returned  served  on  Vance,  by  the 
sherifi'  of  that  county.  The  defendants  appeared  and  pleaded  7ion- 
assumpsit,  and  agreed  that  the  Court  should  try  the  issue  without  a 
jury.  On  the  trial  of  the  cause  the  plaintiffs  read  a  note  in  evi- 
dence, as  follows,  to  wit: 

"  On  the  twenty -fifth  day  of  May  next,  for  value  received,  we 
promise  to  pay  I.  &  J.  Funk,  or  bearer,  six  hundred  and  seventy 
dollars,  at  Taylor,  Breese  &  Co.'s  store  in  Chicago,  Ills.  Given 
under  our  hands  and  seals  this  10th  of  Feb'y,  1837. 

"J.E.VANCE,  &C0." 

in)  Doe  V.  McMahan,  3  Scam.  R.,  12,  and  note  ;  Eames  v.  Preston,  20  111.  R.,  389. 
(1)  Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  was  not  present  on  the  argument  of  this  cause. 
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The  plaintiffs  proved  by  a  witness,  that  he  presented  the  note 
to  Josiah  S.  Breese,  who  stated  that  the  demand  was  just,  and 
that  he  would,  in  a  short  time,  pay  it.  After  the  evidence  was 
given,  the  defendants  below  moved  the  Court  for  a  nonsuit,  on 
the  ground  that  the  note  produced  in  evidence  was  a  sealed 
instrument,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  offered  no  evidence  of  the 
partnership  of  either  plaintiffs  or  defendants  ;  which  motion  the 
Court  overruled,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs.  It  is  relied 
upon  as  error  that  tlie  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago  had 
not  jurisdiction  over  the  defendants,  or  at  least  one  of  them. 
After  appearance  and  pleadings  in  chief,  it  is  too  late  to  raise 
this  objection.  The  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago, 
although  an  inferior  court  according  to  the  Constitution  of  this 
State,  is,  at  common  law,  a  superior  court  of  general  jurisdiction, 
although  limited  territorially.  The  rule  of  law  in  relation  to 
courts  of  this  description  is,  that  jurisdiction  is  presumed  unless 
the  contrary  expressly  appears,  and  that,  by  appearing  and  plead- 
ing, the  jurisdiction  is  admitted.(l) 

It  is  also  assigned  for  error,  that  the  return  of  the  sheriff  of 
Winnebago  county  is  not  sufficient.  If  the  return  of  the  sherifi' 
was  defective,  the  appearance  and  pleading  in  chief  cured  the 
defect.  (2)  * 

The  objection,  that  the  note  was  a  sealed  instrument,  is  without 
foundation.  The  statement  in  the  note,  that  it  is  sealed,  where  no 
seal  is  affixed,  does  not  make  the  note  a  sealed  instrument. 

No  evidence  was  necessary  to  prove  that  the  plaintiffs'  names 
were  Isaac  and  Jesse  Funk.  If  any  mistake  was  made  in  their 
Christian  names,  it  was  necessary  to  plead  it  in  abatement.(3) 

The  name  of  Vance,  one  of  the  defendants,  being  signed  to  the 
note,  the  plea  of  non-asswmpsit^  unaccompanied  by  an  affidavit  of 
its  truth,  did  not  put  the  question  of  the  execution  of  the  note  on 
his  part  in  issue.  The  evidence  of  the  confessions  of  Breese  was 
sufficient  for  the  Court  to  infer  that  he  was  a  partner  of  the  firm 
of  J.  E.  Vance  &  Co.(«) 

The  judgment  is,  therefore,  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.    See  Beaubien  v.  Brinckerhoff,  and  note.    Post. 

(1)  1  Chit.  Plead.,  425.  (2)  Easton  et  al.  v.  Altum,  1  Scam.,  250. 

(3)  Collins  et  al.  v.  Averv  et  al.,  decided  at  this  term.     Post. 

{a)  Stevenson  v.  Fanisworth,  2  Gil.  E.,  717;  Pickering  v.  Pulsifer,  4  Gil.  E.,  82; 
Warren  v.  Chambers,  12  111.  R.,  127,  and  note. 
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Milton  H.  Bacon,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  John  T.  Wood, 
defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  3Iacoupin. 

To  sustaiH  an  fiction  instituted  to  recover  a  penalty  for  selling  clocks  without  license, 

it  is  necessary  to  prove  not  only  a  sale  of  clocks,  but  sucli  a  sale  as  the  law  forbids  ; 

not  a  sale  by  a  citizen,  '•  in  the  common  way  of  deal,"  but  a  sale  by  one  obviously  a 

peddler  in  such  traffic. 
The  isolated  fact  of  the  sale  of  two  clocks,  will  not  justify  the  inference  that  the  vendor 

was  a  i-egular  peddler,  or  dealer  in  clocks,  in  violation  of  the  law. 

This  was  an  action,  qui  tam^  commenced  by  the  defendant  in 
error,  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Macoupin  county,  to 
recover  the  penalty  imposed  by  the  statute  against  clock  peddlers. 
The  justice  rendered  a  judgment  for  the  defendant  in  error,  for  the 
sum  of  $50,  and  costs,  from  which  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Macoupin  county,  where  the  cause  was  tried  at 
the  April  term,  1837,  before  the  Hon.  William  Brown,  without 
a  jury,  and  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendant  in  error 
for  the  sum  of  $25. 

On  the  trial  in  the  Court  below,  the  following  bill  of  exceptions 
was  taken : 

"Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  trial  of  this  cause  the  plaintiff 
proved  by  one  Barnes,  a  witness  introduced  by  the  said  plaintiff, 
that  the  defendant  in  this  cause  sold  to  hira,  the  said  Barnes,  a 
clock,  at  the  house  of  the  brother  of  the  said  Barnes  (witness), 
situate  in  the  county  of  Macoupin,  and  about  one  hundred,  or  one 
hundred  and  fifty  yards  from  the  county  line  of  Madison  county, 
as  the  said  witness  supposed.  That  the  said  witness  resided  in  the 
county  of  Madison,  about  three  or  four  hundred  yards  from  the 
residence  of  tliesaid  witness'  brother;  that  witness  and  defendant, 
a  few  days  previous  to  the  aforesaid  sale  of  the  said  clock,  had 
conversed  together  about  the  purchase  of  the  said  clock,  but  that  no 
purchase  was  then  made;  that  the  clock  was  selected,  and  the  note 
therefor  given,  at  the  house  of  the  said  witness'  brother,  but  was 
delivered  by  the  defendant  at  the  residence  of  said  witness,  in 
Madison  county  ;  that  the  witness'  brother  also  bought  a  clock  of 
the  defendant  at  the  same  time,  but,  as  to  the  time  when  the  said 
clock  was  purchased,  there  was  no  proof  offered.  This  was  all 
the  proof  or  testimony  introduced  by  the  plaintiff,  who  submitted 
his  cause  to  the  decision  of  the  Court,  on  the  testimony.  The 
defendant  offered  no  evidence,  but  contended  that  the  plaintiff"  had 
wholly  failed  to  make  out  his  cause,  by  his  testimony  ;  and  there- 
upon, after  argument  of  counsel  for  the  defendant,  upon  said  testi- 
mony, the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  declining  argument,  the  Court 
permitted  the  plaintiff  to  recall  the  aforesaid  witness,  Barnes,  and 
Vol.  II.  34 
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to  prove  by  said  witness,  that  he,  the  said  witness,  purchased  the 
said  cloclv  of  the  said  defendant,  in  October,  A.  D.,  1835  ;  to  which 
said  opinion  of  the  Court,  the  defendant,  by  his  counsel,  objects, 
and  prays  that  this,  his  bill  of  exceptions,  may  be  signed,  sealed, 
and  made  part  of  the  record. 

"  WILLIAM  BEOWK     [Seal.]  " 

The  cause  was  brought  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error. 
The  assignment  of  errors  is  as  follows:  First.  It  does  not 
appear  from  the  evidence,  that  said  Bacon  was  obviously  a  peddler 
in  the  traffic  of  clocks.  Secondly.  The  law  imposing  penalties 
for  selling  clocks  without  license,  in  force  January  31st,  1835, 
requires  the  penalty  to  be  $50,  whereas  the  judgment  was  for  $25 
only.  Thirdly.  Said  act  last  referred  to  is  contrary  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  and  of  the  State  of  Illinois.  Fourth- 
ly. The  Court  erred  in  not  dismissing  said  suit  for  want  of  juris- 
diction in  the  justice  who  tried  the  cause, 

JosiAH  FiSK,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  cited  acts  of  1835,  64; 
Gale's  Stat.,  515. 

S.  T.  Logan,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

WiLSOX,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  action  was  commenced  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  under 
the  act  of  1835,  which  imposes  a  penalty  of  fifty  dollars  for  vend- 
ing clocks  without  license. 

This  act  does  not  apply  to  sales,  &c.,  by  citizens,  who  are  not 
obviously  peddlers  m  such  traffic.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  bill 
of  exceptions  (which  professes  to  contain  all  the  testimony)  that 
the  defendant  was  not  a  citizen,  or  that  he  was  engaged  in  the  traf- 
fic, sale,  or  line  of  clocks  as  a  business. 

The  only  evidence  upon  this  point  was,  that  the  defendant  had 
sold  two  clocks  at  the  same  time,  bat,  in  what  character,  or  under 
what  circumstances,  does  not  appear.  It  may  have  been  at  pub- 
lic vendue  of  his  property,  or  in  the  language  of  the  statute, 
"in  the  common  way  of  deal,"  and,  if  so,  there  was  no  penalty 
incurred. 

The  only  object  of  the  law  was  to  require  a  license  from  those 
who  made  the  traffic  of  clocks  their  regular  occupation,  in  whole, 
or  in  part.  It  was  not  intended  to  prohibit  citizens  from  acquiring 
and  disposing  of  them,  like  other  articles  of  property,  as  might 
suit  their  convenience,  in  their  occasional  traffic  and  dealings  with 
each  other.  The  isolated  fact  of  the  sale  of  two  clocks  will  not 
justify  the  inference,  that  the  defendant  was  a  regular  peddler,  or 
dealer  in  clocks,  in  violation  of  the  law.  In  penal  prosecutions, 
the  presumption  of  law  is  in  favor  of  the  innocence  of  the 
accused.  To  convict  the  defendant,  therefore,  in  this  case,  it  was 
necessary  to  prove  not  only  a  sale  of  clocks,  but  such  a  one  as 
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the  law  forbids ;  not  a  sale  by  a  citizen  in  the  common  way  of 
deal,  bat  a  sale  by  one  obviously  a  peddler  in  such  traffic.  No  such 
evidence  appears  to  have  been  given.  The  judgment  of  the  Court 
below  must  therefore  be  reversed. 

Some  other  errors  are  assigned,  but,  as  the  insufficiency  of  the 
testimony  disposes  of  the  whole  case,  it  is  unnecessary  to  notice 
them. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.  See  note  of  decisions  in  relation  to  construction  of  statutes,  at  the  end  of  the  case 
of  Mason  v.  Finch,  Ante,  225. 


Absalom  INixon,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  The  People  of  the 
State  of  Illinois,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to   'White. 

An  indictment  charging  that  the  defendant,  -with  force  and  arms,  at,  and  in  the  county 
aforesaid,  in  and  upon  one  Adam,  a  man  of  color,  then  and  there  heing  a  deformed  per- 
son, and  by  reason  of  his  being  such  deformed  person,  being  unable  to  walk,  or  other- 
•wise  to  move  himself  from  place  to  place,  and  also  then  and  there  being  deficient  in 
voice,  so  as  to  be  unable  to  call  aloud,  and  in  the  peace  of  God,  and  of  the  people  of 
the  State  of  Illinois,  then  and  there  being,  xinlawfully  did  make  an  assault,  and  then 
and  there  forced  and  threw^  the  said  Adam  from  a  certain  wagon,  in  which  he,  the  said 
Adam,  then  and  there  was,  to  and  upon  the  ground,  the  said  ground  then  and  there 
being  frozen  and  very  cold,  and  then  and  there  did  force  and  compel  the  said  Adam, 
then  and  there  to  lie  upon  the  ground  so  being  frozen  and  very  cold  as  aforesaid,  and 
then  and  there  did  abandon  and  leave  him,  the  said  Adam,  lying  on  the  ground  as 
aforesaid,  to  the  great  pain  and  torture  of  the  said  Adam,  and  to  the  great  damage  and 
impoverishment  of  his  health  and  strength  of  body,  with  intent  him,  the  said  Adam, 
by  the  means  aforesaid,  then  and  there  feloniously,  willfully,  and  of  his  malice  afore- 
tliought,  to  kill  and  murder — is  good  and  valid. 

At  the  April  term,  1839,  of  the  Wayne  Circuit  Court,  the  grand 
jury  foftnd  the  following  bill  of  indictment  against  Absalom  Nixon, 
to  wit : 

"  Of  the  April  term  of  the  Wayne  Circuit  Court,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-nine. 

"  State  of  Illinois,  Wayne  County,  ss. 

"  The  grand  jurors  chosen,  selected  and  sworn,  in  and  for  the 
county  of  Wayne,  in  the  name,  and  by  the  authority  of  the  people 
of  the  State  of  Illinois,  upon  their  oaths  present,  that  Absalom 
Nixon,  late  of  the  county  aforesaid,  laborer,  on  the  twenty-third 
day  of  October,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred and  thirty-eight,  with  force  and  arms,  at  and  in  the  county 
aforesaid,  in  and  upon  one  Adam,  a  man  of  color,  then  and  there 
being  a  deformed  person,  and  by  reason  of  his  being  such  deformed 
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person,  being  unable  to  walk  or  otherwise  to  move  himself  from 
place  to  place,  and  also  then  and  there  being  deficient  in  voice,  so 
as  to  be  unable  to  call  aloud,  and  in  the  peace  of  God,  and  of 
the  people  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  then  and  there  also  being,  unlaw- 
fully did  make  an  assault,  and  then  and  there  forced  and  threw 
the  said  Adam  from  a  certain  wagon,  in  which  he,  the  said  Adam, 
then  and  there  was,  to  and  upon  the  ground,  the  said  ground  then 
and  there  being  frozen  and  very  cold,  and  then  and  there  did 
force  and  compel  the  said  Adam  (so  being  such  deformed  person 
as  aforesaid,  and  also  by  reason  of  his  being  such  deformed  per- 
son, being  unable  to  move  himself  from  place  to  place  as  afore- 
said, and  also,  being  deficient  in  voice,  so  as  to  be  unable  to  call 
aloud  as  aforesaid,)  then  and  there  to  lie  upon  the  ground,  so 
being  frozen  and  very  cold  as  aforesaid,  and  then  and  there  did 
abandon  and  leave  him,  the  said  Adam,  lying  on  the  ground  as 
aforesaid,  to  the  great  pain  and  torture  of  the  said  Adam,  and  to 
the  great  damage  and  impoverishment  of  his  health  and  strength 
of  body,  with  intent  him,  the  said  Adam,  by  the  means  aforesaid, 
then  and  there  feloniously,  willfully,  and  of  his  malice  afore- 
thought, to  kill  and  murder,  and  other  wrongs  to  him,  the  said 
Adam,  then  and  there  did,  to  the  great  damage  of  him,  the  said 
Adam,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided,  and  against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the  people  of  the 
State  of  Illinois. 

"G.  B.  SHELLEDY,  States  Attorney^ 

The.  said  Nixon,  being  arraigned,  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  filed 
his  petition  for  a  change  of  venue  in  said  cause;  whereupon  it 
was  ordered  by  the  Court  that  the  venue  be  changed  to  the  county 
of  White. 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  April  term,  1839,  of  the  White 
Circuit  Court,  before  the  Hon.  Justin  Harlan  and  a  jury.  The 
jury  found  the  plaintiff  in  error  guilty,  and  fixed  the  time  of  his 
confinement  in  the  penitentiary  at  seven  years.  The  plaintiff  in 
error,  by  his  counsel,  moved  the  Court  in  arrest  of  judgment,  and 
for  a  new  trial,  which  motion  the  Court  overruled,  and  pronounced 
sentence  on  him  according  to  the  verdict  of  the  jurj^-. 

The  cause  was  brought  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
This  was  an  indictment  for  an  assault  with  intent  to  commit 
murder,  upon  which  Nixon  was  tried  at  the  last  April  term  of  the 
AVhite  Circuit  Court,  and  found  guilty  ;  and  a  motion  made  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  which  was  overruled. 

The  errors  assigned  bring  into  full  view  such  parts  of  the 
record  as  require  particular  attention  from  the  Court,  and  are  as 
follows  :  1.  The  facts  set  forth  in  the  indictment  below  do  not 
constitute    the    offense    with    which   said    Nixon    was    charged. 
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2.  The  indictment  does  not  sufficiently  describe  the  place  where 
Adam  was  abandoned,  so  as  to  show  that  death  would  probably 
have  been  caused  by  such  abandonment.  3.  The  indictment  does 
not  sufficiently  set  Ibrth  the  means  by  which  the  offiinse  charged 
was  committed.  4.  The  Court  erred  in  refusing  the  motion  for  a 
new  trial. 

This  indictment  was  brought  under  a  statute  of  this  State,(l) 
which  provides  that  an  assault  with  an  intent  to  commit  murder 
shall  subject  the  defendant  to  confinement  in  the  penitentiary  for 
a  term  not  less  than  one  year,  nor  more  than  fourteen  years.  The 
indictment  charges  the  aforesaid  Absalom  Nixon  with  an  assault 
with  intent  to  commit  murder  on  one  Adam,  a  man  of  color,  by 
forcing  and  throwing  the  aforesaid  Adam  from  a  certain  wagon  in 
which  he,  the  said  Adam,  then  and  there  was,  to  and  upon  the 
ground,  the  said  ground  then  and  there  being  frozen  and  very  cold  ; 
and  then  and  there  did  force  and  compel  the  said  Adam,  then  and 
there,  to  lie  upon  the  ground,  so  being  frozen  and  very  cold  as 
aforesaid,  did  abandon  and  leave  him,  the  said  Adam,  lying  on  the 
ground,  &c.,  with  intent  him,  the  said  Adam,  by  the  means  afore- 
said, then  and  there  feloniously,  willfully,  and  of  his  malice  afore- 
thought, to  kill  and  murder,  &c.  It  is  stated  in  the  indictment 
that  the  said  Adam  is  a  deformed  person,  and  unable  to  walk  or 
otherwise  to  move  himself  from  place  to  place,  and  so  deficient  in 
his  voice  as  to  be  unable  to  call  aloud.  This  indictment  has  every 
ingredient  necessary  to  constitute  a  good  one,  under  this  statute. 
The  offense  is  well  set  out.  There  may  be  a  thousand  forms  of 
death  by  which  human  nature  may  be  overcome, — by  poisoning, 
starving,  drowning,  &c.  This  differs  from  most  cases  of  assault 
with  intent  to  commit  murder;  it  is  more  malignant,  and  discovers 
more  depravity.  But  if  one  assault  with  intent  to  commit  mur- 
der diffisrs  from  another,  it  makes  it  no  less  a  crime.  This  one 
seems  to  be  of  a  very  atrocious  character. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  White  county  is  affirmed. 

Judgment  ajjirmed. 

(1)  R.  L.,  ISO,  §  52;  Gale's  Stat.,  206. 


John   B.    Beaubieist,  plaintiff  in   error,  v.   Martin   B. 
Brinckeehoff,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  the  Mimicipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Chicago. 

The  Circuit  Courts  are  not  inferior  courts,  in  tlie  common  sense  of  tbat  term,  but  are 
superior  courts  of  general  jurisdiction. 
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In  relation  to  superior  courts,  or  courts  of  record,  tlie  law  is  that  nothing  shall  be  intended 
to  be  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  a  superior  court  but  that  which  specially  appears  to  be 
so  ;  and,  on  the  contrary,  nothing  shall  be  intended  to  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  an 
inferior  court  but  that  which  is  expressly  alleged. 

The  act  creating  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  and  the  act  supplemental 
thereto,  confer  on  the  Municipal  Court  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  Circuit  Courts, 
in  all  matters  arising  within  the  county  of  Cook;  and.  therefore,  it  must  be  considered 
a  superior  court;  and  unless  the  contrary  appears,  its  jurisdiction  will  be  presumed. 

The  case  of  Key  v.  Collins  does  not  conflict  with  the  present.  The  doctrine  of  that  case 
is,  that  a  Circuit  Court,  while  exercising  its  jurisdiction  wilhin  the  boundaries  of  the 
county  where  it  is  held,  is  a  superior  court,  and  its  jurisdiction  is  presumed  ;  but  if  it 
extends  its  jurisdiction  extra-tjerritoiially,  its  jurisdiction  must  appear. (a) 

Francis  Peyton,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error : 

"The  plaintiff  contends  that  the  Municipal  Court  of  tlie  city  of 
Chicago  is,  in  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  and  by  the  terms 
of  the  act  of  the  General  Assembly  creating  it,  a  court  of  special 
and  limited  jurisdiction,  and  to  support  this  position,  refers  to 
the  act  incorporating  the  city  of  Chicago  and  establishing  said 
Court. 

"The  plaintiff  relies  upon  the  fact  that  the  record,  on  its  face, 
does  not  show  a  case  within  the  jurisdiction  of  said  Municipal 
Court,  inasmuch  as  it  is  not  averred,  nor  does  it  appear  from  any 
part  of  the  record,  either  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  or  that 
the  defendant  resided  in  the  city  of  Chicago  at  the  time  of  com- 
mencing said  suit,  nor  is  there  any  averment  that  the  plaintiff 
resided  in  the  county  of  Cook,  at  the  time  of  commencing  said 
suit,  or  that  the  contract  was  made  specially  payable  in  said  city 
or  county. 

"  In  support  of  the  sufficiency  of  these  objections,  singly  and 
collectively,  the  plaintiff  refers  to  the  case  of  Clark  v.  Harkness, 
1  Scam.,  56,  where  it  is  held  that  the  party,  or  his  agent  or  attor- 
ney, ought  to  make  affidavit  that  the  cause  of  action  accrued  in 
the  county,  or  that  the  contract  was  specially  payable  where  suit 
is  brought;  and,  also,  that  the  facts'upon  which  the  jurisdiction 
arises  must  be  either  expressly  set  forth,  or  in  such  manner  as  to 
I'ender  them  certain  by  legal  intendment.  See,  also,  the  case 
referred  to  by  this  Court,  in  4  Dallas,  8 ;  also  the  cases  reported 
in  2  Peters'  Cond  R,  19.  It  is  decided,  'If  it  does  not  appear 
from  the  record  that  the  character  of  the  original  parties  will  sup- 
port the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  it  cannot  be  sustained.' 

"1  Peters'  Cond  R,  13.  'It  is  necessary  to  set  forth  the  citi- 
zenship or  alienage,  if  a  foreigner  is  a  party,  in  order  to  bring  the 
case  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States.' 

"In  the  case  of  Den  et  al.,  on  the  demise  of  Walker  v.  Turner, 
9  Wheat.,  541,  it  is  held  that  '  the  ground  of  the  jurisdiction  of  an 
inferior  tribunal  must  appear  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings ;  and 
if  it  do  not,  they  will  be  considered  as  coram  non  judice.'' 

"  So  in  4  Johns,,  292,   Powers  v.  The  People ;  There  should 

{a)  Easley  v.  Davis,  13  111.  R.,  192,  and  note. 
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always  appear  sufficient  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings  in  an  inferior 
court,  to  show  that  it  has  jurisdiction  in  the  cause  of  which  it 
takes  cognizance.' 

"  So  in  the  case  of  Carter  et  al.  v.  The  Pacific  Ins.  Company, 
1  Paine  594 ;  *  The  averments  of  the  citizenship  of  the  parties, 
to  give  jurisdiction  to  a  Circuit  Court,  is  a  necessary  averment, 
and  must  be  proved  under  the  general  issue.' 

"In  Kentucky,  where,  by  law,  the  General  Court  is  limited  in 
its  jurisdiction,  much  in  the  same  manner  as  the  Municipal  Court, 
in  regard  to  the  person,  it  has  been  decided,  b}''  the  Supreme  Court, 
'  that  nothing  short  of  a  positive  allegation  of  non-residence  will 
suffice  to  give  that  Court  jurisdiction.  That  'the  defendant  had 
left  the  State,  and  it  was  said  he  did  not  intend  to  return,  which 
ihe  complainant  verily  believed,'  will  not  do.  Answering  the  bill, 
and  making  no  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  General  Court, 
will  not  give  the  Court  jurisdiction,  nor  would  consent  to  do  so.' 
Littell's  Selected  Cases,  303 ;  2  Litt.  Eep.,  256 ;  2  J.  J.  Marsh., 
584. 

"'In  a  court  of  special  and  limited  juristiction,  the  plaintiff 
must  show  his  right  to  come  there,  on  the  face  of  his  own  proceed- 
ings, and  nothing  will  be  presumed  in  his  favor.'  5  Monroe, 
388;  1  J.  J.  Marsh.,  407. 

"'Where  the  want  of  jurisdiction  appears  by  the  plaintiff's 
own  showing,  no  plea  is  necessary ;  the  party  may  demur,  or 
avail  himself  of  the  objection  on  a  writ  of  error.'  7  Monroe, 
Grant  v,  Tams  &  Co. 

" '  Where  the  Court  had  not  jurisdiction,  because  the  party 
was  not  in  the  county,  where  the  suit  was  instituted,  an  appearance 
and  motion  made  by  counsel  to  set  aside  steps  taken,  and  a  motion 
for  leave  to  file  an  answer,  will  not  be  construed  as  a  waiver  of 
any  objection  to  the  jurisdiction.'  Brown  v.  McKee's  Reps., 
1  J.  J.  Margh.,  475. 

"  In  the  case  under  consideration  there  was  no  appearance  for 
the  defendant,  and  of  course  no  consent  to  the  exercise  of  juris- 
diction by  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago.  But  it  is 
contended,  that  if  there  had  been,  it  would  not  have  varied  or 
destroyed  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  insist  upon  the  want  of  juris- 
diction. To  support  this  position,  he  refers  to  Brown  v.  Crow's 
Heirs,  Hardin,  448.  '  It  is  a  general  principle,  that  consent  cannot 
give  jurisdiction  But  this  principle  seems  to  be  confined  to  those 
cases  where  the  Court  is  not  shown  to  have  jurisdiction  on  the 
face  of  the  proceedings  by  law.  Where  the  Court  once  had 
jurisdiction,  and  have  so  exercised  it,  that  their  power  over  the 
case  is  gone,  consent  may  still  restore  it.' 

"'Consent  cannot  give  jurisdiction  where  the  court  has  not, 
by  law,  cognizance  of  the  subject-matter.'  1  J,  J.  Marsh.,  476. 

"The  case  of  Key  v.  Collins,  1  Scam.,  403,  is  also  in  point" 
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J.  BuTTERFiELD  and  James  H.  Collins,  for  the  defendant 
in  error: 

"1.  The  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago  has  concur- 
rent jurisdiction  with  the  Circuit  Court,  in  all  matters  arising 
within  the  county.  Acts  of  1837,  75,  §  69,  81,  §  1;  R.  L.,  145, 
151,  152;  Gale's  Stat.,  166,  171,  172. 

"  2.  The  Municipal  Court  is  not  an  inferior  court,  but  an  original 
superior  court.  1  Saund..  73,  74 ;  3  Black.  Com.,  24. 

"3.  Nothing  shall  be  intended  to  be  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
a  superior  court,  but  what  expressly  appears  to  be  so,  nor  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  an  inferior  court,  but  what  is  expressly  alleged. 
1  Saund.,  73,  74;  3  Black.  Com.,  30;  2  Ld.Raym.,  1310;  Sir  Tbos. 
Jones'  Rep.,  230;  J.  Jones,  103;  Kebble,  677;  3  Levinz,  234, 
243  ;  1  Yentris,  28  ;  1  Siderfin,  95 ;  1  Roll.  Abndg't,  345  ;  Cro. 
Cas.,  571 ;  3  Wend.,  267  ;  6  Cowen,  234 ;  4  Johns.,  292  ;  9  Wheat., 
541 ;  17  Johns.,  272 ;  2  Hall,  205. 

"  4.  The  record  shows  that  the  cause  of  action  did  arise  within 
the  city  of  Chicago.  7  Cowen, -^2 ;  1  Saund.,  169-116;  Gould's 
Plead.;  68. 

"  5.  But  even  if  the  defe -t  complained  of  existed,  it  is  cured 
by  the  statute  of  Jeofails.  R.  L.,  65-67 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  49-51." 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  assum2Jsit  commenced  by  Brinckerhoff,  as 
an  endorsee  of  a  promissory  note,  against  Beaubien,  the  maker. 
The  declaration  is  in  the  usual  form,  stating  the  note  to  be  made, 
"  to  wit,"  at  Chicago,  in  the  county  of  Cook,  but  contains  no 
averment  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  or  that  the  defendant 
resided,  at  the  time  of  commencing  the  suit,  in  the  city  of  Chicago, 
or  in  the  county  of  Cook. 

The  summons  was  directed  to  the  high  constable  of  the  city, 
and  by  him  returned,  served  on  the  defendant;  judgment  was  given 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  by  default. 

The  assignment  of  errors  questions  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Municipal  Court. 

The  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago  was  created,  and 
its  jurisdiction  conferred,  by  the  69th  section  of  the  act  entitled, 
"  An  Act  to  incorporate  the  city  of  Ghicago,^\l)  which  declares, 
that  there  shall  be  established,  in  the  city  of  Chicago,  a  Muni- 
cipal Court,  which  shall  have  jurisdiction  concurrent  with  the 
Circuit  Courts  of  this  State,  in  all  matters,  civil  or  criminal,  arising 
within  the  limits  of  the  said  city,  and  in  all  cases  where  either 
plaintiff  and  defendants,  or  defendants,  shall  reside,  at  the  time  of 
the  commencing  suit,  within  said  city  ;  which  Court  shall  be  held 

(1)  Acts  of  1837,  75. 
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■within  the  limits  of  said  city,  in  a  building  provided  by  the  cor- 
poration." 

The  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  was  increased  by  the  78th  sec- 
tion(l)  of  the  same  act,  which  declares  that  said  Municipal  Court 
shall  be  a  court  of  1-ecord,  and  have  a  seal,  to  be  furnished  by  the 
Common  Council ;  the  process  of  said  Court  shall  be  tested  by 
the  judge,  and  issued  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  Circuit  Courts, 
and  shall  be  directed  to  the  high  constable  of  said  city,  to  be  exe- 
cuted within  the  limits  of  the  same ;  but  when  the  defendant,  or 
defendants,  or  either  of  them,  may  reside  without  the  limits  of  said 
city,  and  in  Cook  county,  the  process  s5all  be  directed  to  the  sher- 
iff of  said  county,  who  shall  execute  the  same,  and  make  return 
thereof  to  the  clerk  of  said  Court." 

By  the  80th  section, (2)  "all  judgments  rendered  in  said  Muni- 
cipal Court  shall  have  the  same  lien  on  real  and  personal  estate 
and  shall  be  enforced  in  the  same  manner  as  judgments  rendered 
in  the  Circuit  Courts  of  this  State."  The  jurisdiction  of  this  Court 
was  also  enlarged  by  the  "  Act  supplemental  to  an  aQt  to  incorporate 
the  city  of  Chicago,''' {^)  by  which  last  mentioned  act,  "all  persons 
residing  in  the  county  of  Cook  may,  at  their  option,  have  recourse 
to  the  Municipal  Court  of  said  city,  and  the  said  Municipal  Court 
shall  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  Circuit  Court  in  all 
matters  arising  within  said  county." 

At  common  law,  courts  are  divided  into  superior  and  inferior 
courts,  or  courts  of  record  and  those  not  of  record.(4) 

A  material  distinction  prevails  between  these  two  classes  of 
courts,  in  relation  to  the  mode  of  stating  their  jurisdiction.  In 
relation  to  superior  courts,  or  courts  or  record,  the  law  is,  that 
nothing  shall  be  intended  to  be  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  a  superior 
court  but  that  which  specially  appears  to  be  so ;  and,  on  the  con- 
trary, nothing  shall  be  intended  to  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  an 
inferior  court  but  that  which  is  expressly  alleged. (5) 

The  act  creating  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  and 
the  act  supplemental  thereto  confer  on  the  Municipal  Court  con- 
current jurisdiction  with  the  Circuit  Courts  in  all  matters  arising 
within  the  county  of  Cook. 

To  what  class  of  courts,  then,  do  the  Circuit  Courts  of  this  State 
belong? 

The  Circuit  Courts  are  the  only  superior  courts  in  the  State 
that  possess  original  and  unlimited  j  urisdiction.  They  exercise 
within  their  respective  counties,  all  the  powers  and  jurisdiction  of 
the  courts  of  King's  Bench  and  Common  Pleas  in  England;  and 
although  these  courts  are  inferior  to  the  Supreme  Court,  because 
appeals  and  writs  of  error  lie  from  their  decisions  to  the  Supreme 

(1)  Acts  of  1837.  76.  (2)  Ihid.,  77. 

[2)  Ibid.,  ^\.  (4)  3  Black.  Com.,  24. 
(5)  1  Wms'  Saund.,  27;  2  Ld.  Eaym.,  796, 1310, 1311 ;  1  Bac.  Abr.,  562. 
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Court,  yet  this  circumstance  does  not  constitute  them  inferior 
courts  in  the  common  law  sense  of  the  term.  Courts,  not  of  record, 
are  denominated  inferior  courts,  because,  if  their  proceedings  are 
questioned  in  the  superior  courts,  they  must  specially  show  that 
they  acted  within  their  jurisdiction.  The  Circuit  Courts  are  pre- 
eminently the  superior  courts  of  this  State  ;  and  as  the  Municipal 
Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago  possesses  concurrent  jurisdiction 
within  the  city  of  Chicago  and  the  county  of  Cook,  with  the  Cir- 
cuit Court,  it  must  be  considered  a  superior  court.  Now,  for  any 
thing  that  appears  in  the  declaration  at  the  bar,  the  Municipal  Court 
may  have  had  jurisdiction.*  The  note  may  have  been  executed  in 
Chicago,  which  would  have  given  jurisdiction. 

The  plaintiff  and  defendant  may  also  have  resided  in  Chicao-o 
or  in  the  county  of  Cook. 

In  one  of  these  ways  the  Municipal  Court  may  rightly  have  had 
jurisdiction,  both  of  the  person  and  of  the  cause  of  action  ;  and  as 
it  does  not  appear  from  the  declaration  but  that  some  one  of  the 
facts  existed,  which  would  have  given  the  Municipal  Court  juris- 
diction, this  Court,  upon  the  rule  above  laid  down,  is  bound  to 
intend  that  the  Municipal  Court  had  jurisdiction  both  of  the  person 
and  the  subject-matter  of  the  action. 

The  case  of  Key  v.  Collins,  decided  at  December  term,  1837,(1) 
was  relied  on  in  the  argument  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  as  an 
authority.  In  that  case  the  Morgan  Circuit  Court  had  issued  its 
process  to  another  county,  where  it  was  served,  and  judo-ment  was 
rendered  in  said  Court  by  default. 

The  only  point  decided  in  that  case  was  that  the  Circuit  Courts 
of  the  several  counties  are  limited  territorially,  and  that  whenever 
a  Circuit  Court  issued  process  beyond  the  limits  of  the  county  in 
which  the  Court  sits  it  must  show  its  jurisdiction.  The  doctrine 
of  that  case  is  that  while  exercising  its  jurisdiction  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  county  where  it  is  held  it  is  a  superior  court, 
and  its  jurisdiction  is  presumed  ;  but  if  it  extends  its  jurisdiction 
extra-territorially  its  jurisdiction  must  appear. 

That  case  does  not,  therefore,  conflict  with  this  decision,  as  it  is 
not  pretended  that  the  Municipal  Court  awarded  its  process  beyond 
its  territorial  limits. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  below  is  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.  Courts  of  inferior  jurisdiction  must  not  only  act  within  the  scope  of  their  juris- 
diction, but  it  must  appear  on  the  face  of  their  proceedings  that  they  so  acted,  or  tbeir 
proceedings  are  coram  non  judice,  and  void.  Kemp  v.  Kennedy,  5  Cranch,  172  •  Peters' 
C.  C,  36 ;  Albee  v  Ward,  8  Mass.,  86  ;  Walbridge  v.  Hall,  3  Verm.,  114  ;  Smith  v  Eice 
11  Mass.,  513  ;  Williams  v.  Blunt,  2  Mass.,  213  ;  Turner  v.  Bank  of  America,  4  Dall.,  11  ■ 
Hunt  V.  Hapgood,  4  Mass.,  122  ;  Clapp  v.  Beardsley.  1  Aik.,  168  ;  Martin  v,  McKenney' 
Pr.   Dec,  380;  Hall  v.  Howd,  10  Conn.,  514;  Hendrick  v.   Cleaveland,  2  Verm.,  32&; 

(1)  1  Scam.,  403. 
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Powers  V.  People,  4  Johns.,  292  ;  Hamilton  v.  Buram,  3  Yerg.,  355  ;  Latham  v.  Edgerton, 
9  Cowen,  227  ;  Stockett  v.  Nicholson,  Walker,  75  ;  Woonter  v.  Parsons,  Kirby,  27  ; 
Wickes  V.  Caulk,  5  Har.  <fe  Johns.,  36 ;  McKeiizie  v.  Ramsey,  1  Bailey,  459  ;  Harvey  v. 
Huggius,  2  Bailey,  267  ;  See  2  Overt.,  215 ;  Den  v.  Turner,  9  Wheat.,  541 ;  Hill  v.  Pride, 
4  Call,  107. 

The  jui-isdiction  of  superior  courts  can  be  taken  away  only  by  express  negative  words 
of  a  statute,  or  by  irresistible  implication.  Murfree  v.  Leeper,  1  Overt.,  1 ;  liurgenhofeu 
V.  Martin,  3  Yeates,  479 ;  Overseers,  &c.,  v.  Smith,  2  Serg.  &  Kawle,  363 ;  Common- 
wealth V.  White,  8  Pick.,  453 ;  Commonwealth  v.  McCloskey,  2  Rawle,  369. 

Where  different  courts  have  concurrent  jurisdiction,  that  before  which  proceedings  are 
first  instituted,  and  whose  jurisdiction  first  attaches,  has  authority  paramount  to  the 
others,  and  cannot  be  ousted  of  its  jurisdiction  by  subsequent  proceectings  in  those  courts. 
Stearns  v.  Stearns,  16  Mass.,  171  ;  Bemis  v.  Stearns  16  Mass.,  203;  State  v.  Yarbrough, 
1  Hawkes,  78;  Thompson  v.  Hill,  3  Yerg.,  167;  see  also,  Hall  ?;.  Dana,  2  Aik.,  381 ; 
Smith  V.  Mclver,  9  Wheat.,  532 ;  The  Robert  Fulton,  Paine,  621 ;  Eaton  v.  Patterson,  2 
Stew.  &  Port.,  9. 

Consent  of  parties  cannot  confer  jurisdiction  in  a  matter  which  is  excluded  by  law. 
Bents  V.  Graves,  3  McCord,  280  ;  Foley  v.  People,  1  Breese,  32  ;  McHenry  v.  Wa'llen,  2 
Yerg.,  441  ;  Simpson  i;.  McMillan,  1  N.&M.,192;  Wells  v.  Reynolds,  1  Const.  Rep.,  478; 
Banks  v.  Fowler,  3  Littell,  332  ;  McCall  v.  Peachy,  1  Call,  55 ;  Brown  v.  McKee,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.,  476;  Lindsey  v.  McCleland,  1  Bibb,  263;  Ormsbv  v.  Lynch,  6  Littell,  303;  see 
also,  5Monr.,388;  Cooke,  27;  Kirby,  111 ;  3  Rand.,  394";  Wright,  21,  176;  Minor,  65 ; 
4Dev.,264;  3  Caines,  129. 

But  where  a  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  and  a  party  has  some  privilege 
which  exempts  him  from  the  jurisdiction,  he  may  waive  the  privilege.  Overstreet  v. 
Brown,  4  McCord,  79  ;  Cambell  v.  Cowden,  Wright,  484 ;  Cleaveland  v.  Welsh,  4  Mass., 
593;  Harrison  v.  Rowan,  Peters'  C.  C,  489. 

An  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court,  if  apparent  on  the  record,  may  be  taken  in 
any  stage  of  the  proceedings.  Martin  v.  Commonwealth,  1  Mass.,  347  ;  Lawrence  v. 
Smith,  5  Mass.,  362;  Green  v.  Maugum,  3  Murph.,  39;  Sweet  v.  Dow^,  1  Root,  409 ; 
Glidden  v.  Elkins,  2  Tyler,  218:  State  v.  Turner,  Wright,  21 ;  Humphrey  v.  State,  Minor, 
64  ;  Capron  v.  Van  Noorden,  2  Cranch,  126 ;  Ketlaud  v.  The  Cassius,  2  DalL,  368  ;  Post 
282,  aud  Easley  v.  Davis,  13  III.  R.,  192,  and  notes. 
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RicHAED  J.  Hamilton,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Abner  B. 
Blair,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Chicago. 

James  Grant,  for  the  pkiatiff  in  error. 

N.  B.  JuDD,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 

This  case  was  submitted  upon  the  points  made  in  the  case  of 
Beaubien  v.  Brinckerhoff'.  (1) 

We  decided  in  that  case  that  the  Municipal  Court  had  jurisdic- 
tion.    The  judgment  is  consequently  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(I)  Ante,  269. 


Medaed  B.  Beaubien,  John  K.  Boyer  and  John  B. 
Beaubien,  impleaded,  &.G.,  j^laintiffs  in  error,  v.  Oba- 
DiAH  Holmes,  John  Lowry  and  Justin  Butterfield, 
defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Chicago. 

Fr.  Peyton,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

J.  Butterfield,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

The  only  question  raised  in  this  case  is  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Municipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Chicago.  This  Court  having 
at  this  term,  in  the  case  of  Beaubien  u  Brinckerho£f,(2)  deter- 
mined a  similar  question,  it  is  unnecessary  to  state  the  facts. 

Upon  the  authority  of  that  case,  the  judgment  below  is  affirmed 
with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(2)  Ibid. 
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George   C.  Creach,   appellant,  v.  Frederick  Taylor, 

appellee. 

Appeal  from  Calhoun. 

In  demurrers  to  evidence,  the  demurrer  and  joinder  must  appear  upon  paper ;  the  practice 
of  merely  stating  in  the  record  that  there  was  a  demurrer  and  joinder  is  too  loose  to  be 
tolerated. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  April  term, 
1839,  before  the  Hon.  William  Thomas.  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  defendant.     The  plaintiff  appealed. 

J.  W.  Whitney,  for  the  appellant,  cited  1  Tidd's  Pract.,  913, 
914;  5  Johns.,  1;  Doug.,  213;  Sellon's  Prac,  436;  Story's  Plead., 
363,  364,  and  cases  there  cited;  Swift's  Dig.,  title  ^''Demurrer  to 
Evidenced 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  case  presents  the  same  point  decided  at  the  present  terra, 
in  the  case  of  Dormady  v.  The  State  Bank  of  Illinois.(l) 

The  question  is  one  of  demurrer  to  evidence.  On  looking  into 
the  record,  no  written  demurrer  or  joinder  is  contained  therein, 
but  a  recital  is  stated  of  a  demurrer  and  joinder  by  the  parties. 
The  evidence  is  contained  in  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Court,  on  its  judgment  on  the  demurrer^  sustaining  the 
same,  which  also  recites  the  demurring  and  joining  in  demurrer  to 
the  evidence.  The  whole  evidence  is  a  mass  of  circumstances 
and  presumptions,  of  an  exceedingly  loose  and  indeterminate 
character,  relating  to  the  identity  of  certain  animals  alleged  to  be 
the  property  of  the  plaintiff',  for  which  the  present  action  of  trover 
and  conversion  was  prosecuted.  No  admissions  are  made  of  par- 
ticular facts,  nor  of  those  the  evidence  conduces  to  prove.  The 
case  is  not  only  loose  and  uncertain  in  the  manner  it  is  presented, 
the  demurrer  and  joinder  not  appearing  on  paper, — a  practice  not 
to  be  tolerated  in  cases  of  demurrer  to  evidence, — but  is  so  com- 
pletely within  the  rule  of  decision  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Dorm- 
ady V.  The  State  Bank  of  Illinois,  that  we  cannot  hesitate  to 
reverse  the  judgment,  and  remand  the  case  with  instructions  to 
the  Circuit  Court,  to  award  a  venire  facias  de  novo. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  is  to  recover  his  costs. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(1)  Ante,  236. 
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Robert    RoBiisrsoN,    appellant,    v.    Thomas     Buekell, 

api^ellee. 

Appeal  froin  the  Municipal  Court  of  tJie  City  of  Chicago. 

An  action  of  trespass  vi  et  armis,  the  defendant  having  filed  pleas  of  not  guilty,  and  son 
assault  demesne,  at  a  subsequent  term,  offered  to  file  a  plea  of  accord  and  satisfaction, 
which  the  Court  refused  to  permit  to  be  filed,  because  the  truth  of  the  plea  was  not 
verified  by  affidavit :     Held,  that  such  refusal  was  erroneous. 

A  plea  of  matters  happening  since  the  last  continuance  of  the  cause,  known  as  the  plea 
puis  dai-reiii  continuance,  may  be  filed  at  any  time  before  trial. («) 

This  cause  was  heard  at  the  Court  below,  at  the  April  term, 
1838,  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Ford  and  a  jury.  Yerdict  and 
judgment  were  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for  $320.  The  defend- 
ant appealed  to  this  Court. 

B.  S.  Morris  and  J.  Young  Soammon",  for  the  appellant. 

GriLES  Spring  and  G-rant  Gtoodrich,  for  the  appellee. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
This  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  an  assault  and  battery.  The 
defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  soji  assault  demesne, — verdict 
and  judgment  for  plaintiff  in  the  Court  below.  There  is  a  plea 
also  of  accord  and  satisfaction,  which  it  seems  the  Circuit  Court 
refused  to  permit  to  be  filed  at  the  term  of  the  Court  subsequent 
to  the  filing  of  the  former  pleas.  The  bill  of  exceptions  recites 
the  fact,  that  the  defendant,  on  the  calling  of  the  cause  for  trial, 
offered  to  file  a  plea  of  accord  and  satisfaction,  and  sets  out  the 
plea  in  Jicec  verba,  but  the  Court  refused  to  permit  it  to  be  filed, 
because  the  truth  of  the  plea  was  not  verified  by  affidavit.  The 
assignment  of  errors  questions,  among  other  causes,  the  correct- 
ness of  this  decision.  We  cannot  doubt  that  the  refusal  to  permit 
the  filing  of  the  plea,  for  this  reason,  was  an  erroneous  decision. 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  Court  refused  to  permit  the  plea  to  be 
filed  for  any  other  cause,  such  as  the  lateness  of  the  time  of  appli- 
cation to  file  the  plea, — though  if  the  accord  had  transpired  after 
the  filing  of  the  other  pleas,  it  might  be  done.  A  plea  of  matters 
happening  since  the  last  continuance  of  the  cause,  known  as  the 
plea  of  puis  darrein  continuance,  may  be  filed  at  any  time  before 
trial ;  and  as  the  objection  is  stated  to  be  because  the  facts  in  the 
plea  were  not  stated  on  oath  to  be  true,  we  cannot  doubt  that  the 
refusal  was  erroneous.  It  is  a  plea  in  bar,  and  certainly  required 
no  verification.  The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed 
with  costs,  the  cause  remanded,  and  the  Circuit  Court  of  Cook 
county,  to  which  the  cause  has  been  transferred,  will  award  a 
venire  facias  de  novo. 
Judgment  reversed. 

(«)  Ross  V.  Nesbit,  2  Gil.  R.,  257  ;  Keuyon  v.  Sutherland.  3  Gil.  R.,  103. 
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GuEDON  S.  Hubbard  and  Henry  G.  Hubbard,  appel- 
lants, V.  Timothy  Harris,  appellee. 

Appeal  from  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Chicago. 

The  late  Municipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Chicago  was  a  court  of  record,  a  superior 
court,  as  that  term  is  understood  at  common  law;  and,  consequenlty,  its  jurisdiction 
is  presumed  unless  the  contrary  appears. 

The  jurisdiction  is  also  admitted  by  appearing  and  pleading  in  chief. 

This  cause  was  tried  at  the  October  term,  1837,  of  the  Court 
below,  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Ford,  without  the  intervention 
of  a  jury.  The  Court  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for 
$395.42  and  costs  of  suit,  from  which  the  defendants  appealed  to 
this  Court. 

James  Grant  and  Fr.  Peyton,  for  the  appellants. 

Giles  Spring,  for  the  appellee. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  commenced  by  Harris  against 
Gurdon  S.  Hubbard  and  Henry  G.  Hubbard. 

The  summons  was  directed  to  and  served  by  the  high  con- 
stable of  the  city  of  Chicago.  The  declaration  is  in  the  usual 
form,  for  money  had  and  received,  and  in  an  insirmd  com'putassent, 
stating  the  indebtedness  at  Chicago.  The  defendants  appeared 
and  pleaded  non-assumpsit.  The  cause  was  tried  by  agreement 
of  the  parties,  by  the  Court,  and  judgment  rendered,  on  hearing 
the  proof  and  allegations,  for  the  plaintiff  below. 

The  plaintiffs  in  this  Court  assign  for  error,  that  the  Court  below 
had  no  jurisdiction,  as  there  is  no  averment  in  the  declaration 
giving  the  Court  jurisdiction. 

We  held,  in  the  case  of  Beaubien  v.  Brinckerhoff,(l)  decided 
at  this  term,  that  the  late  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago 
was  a  court  of  record,  a  superior  court,  as  that  term  is  under- 
stood at  common  law  ;  and,  consequently,  that  we  were  bound  to 
presume  jurisdiction,  unless  the  contrary  appeared.  The  ques- 
tion of  jurisdiction  was  also  admitted  by  appearing  and  pleading 
in  chief 

The  judgment  is  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgm^ent  affirmed. 

(1)  Ante  2G9,  and  notes. 
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Ulysses  B.  Brewster,  William  H.  Solomon-,  and 
Israel  Brown,  plaintiffs  in  error,  v.  Frederick  Scar- 
borough, impleaded,  <fec.,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  CooJc. 

The  Circuit  Courts  are  courts  of  general  original  jurisdiction,  and  are  exclusively  vested 
with  jurisdiction,  in  civil  cases,  except  those  of  justices  of  the  peace,  whose  jurisdiction 
is  limited  to  sums  of  one  hundred  dollars. 

A  Circuit  Court  has  jurisdiction  in  civ^l  cases  over  all  transitory  actions,  where  the 
defendant  comes  or  may  be  found  within  the  territorial  limits  of  its  jurisdiction,  not- 
withstanding he  may  reside  without  or  beyond  it. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  commenced  by  the  plaintiffs 
against  the  defendants,  by  capias^  upon  a  bill  of  excliange,  dated 
*•  New  York,  August  13,  1836,"  made  by  the  defendants,  pay- 
able to  the  plaintiffs'  order,  at  eleven  months.  The  bill  was 
accepted  by  the  drawers  in  these  words,  "  accepted  payable  at  the 
Branch  Bank  of  Indiana  of  Terre  Haute,  Gr.  &  F.  Scarborough." 

At  the  March  term,  1838,  of  the  Cook  Circuit  Court,  the 
Hon.  John  Pearson  presiding,  the  following  plea  was  pleaded,  to 
wit: 

"  And  the  said  defendant,  Frederick  Scarborough,  in  his  own 
proper  person,  comes  and  says,  that  this  Court  ought  not  to  have 
or  take  further  cognizance  of  the  action  aforesaid,  because  he  says, 
that  the  supposed  causes  of  action,  and  each  and  every  of  them 
(if  any  such  have  accrued  to  the  said  plaintiffs),  accrued  to  the 
said  plaintiffs  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  that  is  to  say, 
in  the  county  of  Yermilion)  where  the  above  named  defendant 
resided,  at  the  time  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  and  not  at  Chicago, 
in  the  county  of  Cook,  or  elsewhere,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Court,  and  this,  the  said  defendant,  is  ready  to  verify ;  wherefore, 
be  prays  judgment,  whether  the  Court  can  or  will  take  further 
cognizance  of  the  action  aforesaid. 

To  the  above  plea  the  plaintiffs  demurred,  and  the  Court  over- 
ruled the  demurrer,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant. 

J.  GrRANT  and  Fr,  Peyton,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

L.  Davis  and  F.  Forman",  for  tlie  defendant  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  :(1) 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  on  a  bill  of  exchange, 

made  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  accepted  by  the  defendants, 

payable  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  and  declared  on  as  such.     One 

of  the  defendants  was  arrested   on  a  capias  ad  respondendum, 

(1)  Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  was  not  present  on  the  argument  of  this  cause. 
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sued  out  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  county  of  Cook.  The  other 
defendant  was  not  found.  There  is  but  one  count  in  the  declara- 
tion, and  that  is  on  the  acceptance  of  the  bill,  by  the  defendants, 
payable  in  the  State  of  Indiana.  The  defendant,  on  whom  the  pro- 
cess was  served,  pleaded  in  abatement  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court;  and  that  in  the  single  point  presented  for  consideration. 

It  is  assumed  in  support  of  the  plea,  which  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Cook  county  sustained,  on  a  demurrer  to  it,  that  the  Circuit  Court 
had  no  jurisdiction  whatever  over  the  cause  of  action ;  because 
the  cause  of  action  did  not  arise  in  the  county  of  Cook,  and  that 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  is,. in  such  cases,  bound  by  its  terri- 
torial limits ;  and  although  the  defendant  was  within  its  acknowl- 
edged territorial  jurisdiction,  still  it  is  urged  that  the  Circuit  Court 
had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter  of  the  cause  of  action. 

To  determine  this  question,  which  reaches,  it  would  seem,  to  all 
transitory  actions  which  may  be  brought  in  the  Circuit  Courts  of 
the  State,  and  which  therefore  involves  a  question  of  vast  magni- 
tude, in  reference  to  cases  antecedently  had,  as  well  as  those  to  be 
prosecuted  hereafter,  it  will  be  necessary  to  consider  the  jurisdic- 
tion conferred  on  the  Circuit  Court  by  statute,  and  the  exposi- 
tion that  has  been  given  to  their  jurisdiction,  under  the  laws  con- 
ferring their  jurisdiction,  and  the  practice  had  in  reference  thereto. 
From  the  31st  of  March,  1819,  to  the  act  of  the  23d  January, 
1829,  the  jurisdiction  conferred  by  statute  has  been  uniformly  the 
same,  and  is  contained  in  the  following  language,  "  and  the  said 
Circuit  Courts  shall  be  holden  at  the  respective  court-houses  of 
said  counties,  and  the  said  justices  respectively,  in  their  respect- 
tive  circuits,  shall  have  jurisdiction  over  all  causes,  matters  and 
things,  at  common  law,  and  in  chancery,  arising  in  each  of  the 
counties  in  their  respective  circuits,  where  the  debt  or  demand  shall 
exceed  the  sum  of  twenty  dollars.  "(1) 

It  is  insisted,  that  inasmuch  as  the  cause  of  action  did  not,  in 
a  technical  sense,  originate  in  the  county  of  Cook,  it  not  being  the 
place  where  the  contract  arose,  or  was  created,  that  therefore  it 
cannot  be  said  to  be  a  case  of  contract  arising  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court;  and  that  consequently  it  has  not  jurisdiction  of 
the  cause.  If  this  be  true,  then  the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  State 
are  ousted  of  all  jurisdiction  whatever  in  personal  actions,  where 
the  cause  does  not  so  arise,  although  they  are  transitory  in  their 
character. 

It  is  conceded -that  tke  ordinary  signification  of  the  language 
used  would  import  that  the  jurisdiction  is  confined  in  civil  cases 
to  causes  of  action  originating  in  the  county  where  the  Court  sits. 
Yet  this  surely  could  not  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 

(1)  R.  L.,  151,  152;  Gale's  Stat.,  171. 
Vol.  II.  36 
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ture  because  of  the  clear  and  manifest  injustice  such  a  construc- 
tion must  inevitably  produce. 

It  would  cut  off  all  remedy  for  the  collection  of  debts  created 
elsewhere  than  in  the  county  of  the  residence  of  the  person  con- 
tracting; and  wholly  exempt  those  who  contracted  out  of  the 
State  from  being  amenable  to  the  process  of  our  courts.  A 
moment'sconsideration  will  show,  that  a  construction  which  involves 
such  consequences  ought  not  to  be  imputed  to  the  legislative 
department.  It  would  at  once  directly  conflict  with  the  12th  section 
of  the  8th  article  of  the  Constitution  of  this  State  which 
declares,  "  that  every  person  within  the  State  ought  to  find  a  certain 
remedy  in  the  laws  for  all  injuries  or  wrongs  which  he  may 
receive  in  his  person,  propert_y,  or  character."  It  must,  therefore, 
receive  such  a  reasonable  interpretation  as  will  best  conduce  to  the 
attainment  of  the  object  the  legislature  had  in  view,  without  doing 
violence  to  the  language  used,  and  the  objects  contemplated.  We 
are  j  ustified  in  the  assertion,  that  the  framers  of  the  law  intended 
to  convey  a  jurisdiction,  in  civil  cases,  over  all  transitory  actions, 
where  the  party  comes  within  the  territorial  limits  of  its  jurisdiction, 
considering  that  the  cause  of  action  would  arise  wherever  the  person 
of  the  party  was  found.  This  construction  is  reconcilable  with 
the  intent  and  object  in  view,  at  the  passage  of  the  acts  creating 
the  jurisdiction,  and  is  conformable  to  the  universal  practice  which 
has  obtained  in  the  Circuit  Courts  ever  since  their  creation.  This 
construction  is,  moreover,  directly  fortified  by  a  provision  in  the 
first  section  of  an  act  concerning  practice  in  the  courts  of  law  of 
this  State,  which  declares  "  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any 
plaintiff  to  sue  a  defendant  out  of  the  county  where  the  latter 
resides,  or  may  be  found,  except  in  cases  where  the  debt,  contract 
or  cause  of  action  accrued  in  the  county  of  the  plaintiff,  or  where 
the  contract  may  have  been  specifically  made  payable."(l) 

The  object  of  this  act  was  to  restrain  a  previous  practice  which 
had  obtained,  of  sending  process  from  one  county  to  another,  to 
bring  the  defendant  into  a  county  where  he  did  not  reside,  and 
was  productive  of  much  oppression.  ^ 

But  we  find  in  the  words  "  or  may  be  found,"  a  direct  recogni- 
tion of  the  right  to  arrest  or  serve  a  party  with  process  issuing 
out  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  any  county  into  which  the  party  shall 
come  and  may  be  found.  It  is  a  clear  recognition  of  the  right  to 
prosecute  a  party,  on  a  cause  of  action  transitory  in  its  nature,  in 
the  Circuit  Courts  of  any  county  whenever  that  party  may  be 
found  within  its  territorial  jurisdiction. 

Every  argument  which  supports  this  construction  is  in  favor  of 
common  right ;  all  others  that  oppose  it  appear  to  have  their  origin 
in  injustice  and  error. 

(1)  R.  L.,  1-15;  Gak's  Stat.,  1C6. 
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The  Circuit  Courts  are  courts  of  general  original  jurisdiction, 
and  are  exclusively  vested  with  jurisdiction,  in  civil  cases,  except 
those  of  justices  of  the  peace,  whose  jurisdiction  is  limited  to 
sums  of  one  hundred  dollars.  If  they  have  no  jurisdiction,  then, 
in  all  cases  exceeding  that  sum,  there  is  no  remedy. 

Such  a  condition  of  the  law  cannot  be  for  a  moment  supposed  ; 
and  the  extraordinary  results  which  would  flow  from  such  a  state 
of  the  law  sufficiently  admonishes  us  of  the  dangers  which  would 
arise  from  sustaining  the  judgment  in  this  case. 

Under  these  views,  we  cannot  hesitate  to  reverse  the  judgment, 
and  remand  the  cause  for  further  proceedings,  with  costs  of  suit. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.    See  Beaubieu  v.  Brinckerboif,  and  note,  Ante,  274,  and  notes. 


Samuel     Wijstcher,     plaintiff    in     error,    v.    Michael 
Sheewsjbury,  defendant   in  error. 

Error  to  Morgan. 

Wbere  tbe  plaintiff  bad  made  from  timber  growing  on  government  land  a  quantity  of 
rails,  and  left  them  piled  up  upon  the  land,  and  tbe  defendant  afterwards  purchased 
the  land  of  the  government,  and  converted  the  rails  to  bis  own  use :  Held,  that  they 
did  not  pass  with  the  land,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  maintain  an  action  of  trespass 
against  tlie  defendant,  and  recover  the  value  of  the  rails  taken. 

This  ■v\fas  an  action  of  trespass  commenced  by  the  defendant  in 
error  against  the  plaintiff  in  error,  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  of 
Morgan  county.  The  justice  rendered  judgment  for  the  defendant 
in  error,  for  the  sum  of  ten  dollars  and  sixty-eight  cents,  from  which 
an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Morgan  county,  where 
the  cause  was  tried  at  the  November  term,  1839,  before  the  Hon. 
William  Thomas,  without  a  jury,  upon  the  following  agreed  state 
of  facts: 

"  The  plaintiff  went  upon  a  tract  of  land  which  belonged  to  the 
government  of  the  United  States,  and  made  ten  hundred  and  sixty 
rails,  and  cut  and  sawed  timber.  All  of  said  rails  and  timber  were 
of  the  value  of  fifteen  dollars,  and  were  made  of  timber  trees 
situated  upon  said  land.  Said  rails  were  lying  in  piles  through  the 
woods,  on  the  land  aforesaid,  and  the  sawed  timber  lying  on  the 
land,  and  in  that  situation  were  of  the  value  aforesaid.  While  the 
timber  was  thus  situated  on  said  land,  the  defendant  entered  and 
purchased  the  land  of  the  United  States,  and  paid  for  it,  but  had 
no  patent  for  said  land,  but  a  certificate  of  purchase  from  the  United 
States,  Said  defendant  prohibited  the  plaintiff  from  taking  this 
timber  off  of  his,  defendant's,  land,  and  went  and  hauled  the  rails 
and  timber  away,  and  converted  them  to  his  own  use,  without  the 
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consent  of  the  plaintiff.     To  recover  the  value  of  said  rails  and 
timber,  this  suit  was  brought. 

'•'  November  5th,  1839.        "  SAMUEL  WINCHER, 

"  MICHAEL  SHREWSBURY." 

The  Court  rendered  judgment  for  the  defendant  in  error,  for  the 
sum  of  fifteen  dollars. 

S.  T.  Logan,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

M.  M'CoNNEL,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
The  facts  of  this  case  are,  that  the  plaintiff'  below  had  made,  from 
timber  growing  on  government  land,  a  quantity  of  rails,  and  left 
them  piled  up  upon  the  land.  The  defendant  afterwards  entered 
the  land,  and  took  the  rails,  for  which  the  plaintiff"  brought  this 
action.  I  have  no  doubt  of  the  plaintiff 's  right  of  recovery  against 
the  defendant.  It  is  true,  that  the  wrongful  taking  or  conversion 
of  the  property  of  another  does  not  give  the  trespasser  a  title  as 
against  the  owner,  who  may  follow  and  recover  it  as  long  as  it  can 
be  identified.  But  this  rule  applies  only  to  the  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty taken,  and  not  to  a  stranger,(a) 

Had  the  defendant  any  title  to  the  rails  in  question,  and  how  did 
he  acquire  it  ?  At  the  time  the  trespass  was  committed  by  the 
plaintiff",  the  land,  and  consequently  the  timber  growing  on  it,  of 
which  the  rails  were  made,  belonged  to  the  government.  The  cut- 
ting of  the  timber  was  therefore  an  injury  and  trespass  against  the 
government;  and  it  had  a  legal  remedy.  Therefore  the  defendant 
had  neither  a  right  of  property  nor  a  right  of  action  at  the  time  of 
the  plaintiff's  trespass  in  making  the  rails.  To  what  then  did  he 
acquire  title,  by  a  subsequent  purchase  of  the  land  ?  Certainly  not 
to  a  right  of  action  for  a  previous  trespass;  nor  to  the  timber  which 
had  been  previously  severed  from  the  land,  and  converted  into  rails, 
farming  utensils,  furniture,  or  any  thing  else.  A  certificate  of  pur- 
chase or  patent  vests  in  the  patentee  a  title  to  the  land,  and  generally 
all  that  is  growing  on,  or  is  in  the  contemplation  of  law  attached  to 
the  land, — as  houses,  fences,  growing  timber,  grain,  &c. ;  and  it  is 
said  that  fallen  timber  passes  with  the  land.  But  that  which  has 
been  severed  from  the  land,  and,  by  the  art  and  labor  of  man,  con- 
verted into  personal  property,  such  as  implements  of  husbandry, 
barrels,  furniture,  or  even  rails  when  not  put  into  a  fence,  or  evi- 
dently intended  to  be  so  used  upon  the  land  (which  could  not  be 
inferred  if  made  by  a  stranger),  do  not  pass  with  it,  any  more  than 
the  grain,  grass,  or  fruit  which  has  grown  upon,  and  been  gathered 
from  it.  In  another  view  of  this  case,  the  defendant's  liability 
would  seem  clear. 

(«)  Brown  v.  Throckmorton,  11  111.  R.,  530.    See  Cook  v.  Whiting,  16  111.  R.,  482,  and 
notes. 
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The  government  being  the  owner  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the 
trespass  bj  cutting  timber,  it  might,  and  if  not  barred  by  time,  may- 
yet  recover,  in  trespass,  for  the  injury  done  to  the  land',  or,  by  action 
of  trover,  recover  the  value  of  the  rails,  which  would  certainly  be  a 
bar  to  the  defendant's  recovery  for  the  same  trespass.  For,  if  the 
defendant  may  convert  the  rails  to  his  own  use,  he  may  recover  of 
the  plaintiff  for  a  conversion  by  him,  and  thus  subject  him  to  make 
compensation  twice  for  the  same  trespass. 

This  would  be  both  unjust  and  illegal.  The  vendor  and  vendee 
of  the  land  cannot  both  have  a  remedy  for  the  same  trespass ;  a 
recovery  by  one  would  be  a  bar  to  that  of  the  other.  A  recovery 
by  the  government  in  an  action  of  trover,  against  the  plaintiff 
below,  for  the  value  of  the  rails  made  on  its  land,  would  vest  the 
right  to  them  in  him  ;  and  although  it  does  not  appear  that  any 
such  prosecution  has  been  instituted  by  the  government,  yet  the 
right  to  do  so  proves  the  defendant's  want  of  title,  either  to  recover 
for  the  trespass  on  the  land,  or  to  take  the  rails  which  are  the  fruits 
of  it.     The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Cea^wfoed  DuisrsETii,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Stephen  J. 
Wade,  John  K.  Lowey  and  Townsend  Hills,  defend- 
ants in  error. 

Error  to  Peoria. 

Where  goods  were  shipped  by  W.  at  Cincinnati,  on  board  of  D.'s  steamboat,  to  be  trans- 
ported to  Peoria,  at  f  1  per  hundred,  under  the  usual  bill  of  lading,  "  with  privilege  of 
reshipping  on  any  good  boat :"  Held,  that  the  master,  by  reshipping  the  goods,  did  not 
lessen  his  liability,  but  was  responsible  for  the  delivery  of  the  goods  at  Peoria,  unless 
the  goods  were  lost  or  so  injured  as  to  prevent  their  delivery,  by  the  unavoidable  acci- 
dents of  the  river.  In  such  case,  if  the  goods  had  been  reshipped,  it  would  be  necessary 
also  to  show  that  they  were  put  on  board  of  a  good  boat. (a) 

Where  goods  are  shipped  under  the  usual  bill  of  lading,  the  master,  to  exempt  himself 
from  liability,  for  not  delivering  them,  must  prove  that  he  has  been  prevented  from 
doing  so  by  unavoidable  accidents. 

Semble,  That  if  a  common  carrier,  in  which  character  steamboats  navigating  our  rivers 
must  be  classed,  attempts  to  perform  his  contract  in  a  manner  different  from  his  under- 
taking, he  becomes  an  insurer  for  the  absolute  delivery  of  the  goods,  and  cannot  avail 
himself  of  any  exceptions  made  in  his  behalf  in  the  contract. 

This  cause  was  tried  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  April  term,* 
1889,  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Ford,  who  rendered  a  judgment  for 
plaintiffs  for  $209  and  costs  of  suit.  The  defendant  excepted  to 
the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

W.  Frisby  and  Gr.  T.  Metcalf,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  cited 

(a)  Lowe  v.  Moss,  12  111.  E.,  478. 
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1  H.  Black.,  298,  359  ;  3  Taunt.,  264 ;  Oliver's  Law  Summary,  292, 
360-364 

S.  T.  Logan,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  commenced  bj  Wade,  Lowry 
and  Hills,  against  Dunseth,  for  failing  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiffs 
below,  at  Peoria,  certain  goods  belonging  to  them,  which  were 
shipped  on  board  Dunseth's  steamboat,  called  the  Indian,  then 
lying  at  Cincinnati.  The  defendant  pleaded  non-assumpsit.  The 
cause  was  tried  by  consent  of  the  parties,  without  a  jury. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  contains  the  following  facts :  A  witness, 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  below,  testified  that  he,  as  agent  of 
"Wade,  Lowry  and  Hills,  received  the  bill  of  lading  hereinafter 
copied,  from  the  merchants  in  Cincinnati,  who  had  shipped  the 
goods  on  board  the  steamboat  of  Dunseth,  at  Cincinnati ;  that  the 
goods  belonged  to  the  plaintiffs  below,  and  never  arrived  at  Peoria. 
That  witness,  at  a  subsequent  time,  had  a  conversation  with  Dun- 
seth, in  which  he  admitted  that  he  had  received  the  goods  mentioned 
in  the  bill  of  lading,  but  said  that  he  did  not  consider  himself  liable 
for  the  loss  or  damage  of  the  goods,  because,  by  the  terms  of  the 
bill  of  lading,  he  was  entitled  to  the  privilege  of  reshipping  said 
goods  on'  any  good  boat ;  that  he  had  reshipped  said  goods  on  the 
steamboat  American,  and  that  the  loss  happened  while  the  goods 
w^ere  on  the  said  boat  American.  The  witness  also  testified  that 
the  goods  lost  were  of  the  value  of  $194.75. 

The  defendant  below  having  proved  the  execution  of  the  bill 
of  lading,  which  was  produced  on  the  trial,  from  the  possession  of 
the  plaintiffs  below,  read  the  same  as  follows  : 

"  Shipped  in  good  order  and  well 
conditioned,  by  Balbridge  &  Co., 
on  board  the  good  steamboat  called 
the  Indian,  whereof  is  master  for 
the  present  voyage,  Dunseth,  now 
lying  in  Ohio  river  ;  to  say, 

Sundries  per  margin : 
One  bar  of  Iron  in  dispute,  being 
marked  and  numbered  as  in  the 
margin,  and  are  to  be  delivered  in 
like  good  order  and  condition  (the 
unavoidable  accidents  of  the  river 
only  excepted),  at  the  port  of  Peo- 
ria, unto  Lowry,  Wade  &  Co.,  or  as- 
signs, he  or  they  paying  freight  for 
the  said  goods,  at  the  rate  of  one 
dollar  per  hundred.     In  witness 


2  bars  -^ 


"33  ps.  bar  Iron, 1030 

Bd.  &  Sq., ...  102 

in  hoop, 82 

1    "          8d  Nail  Iron,  83 

1    "      I  Bound, 52 

1    "      i      do       48 

1    "      f      do       68 

20  kegs  Lead, 500 

90  ps.  Castings, 1495 
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whereof,  the  master  or  clerk  of  said 
With  privilege  of  reship-     steamboat  hath  affirmed  to  three 
ping  on  any  good  boat.  bills  of  lading,  all  of  this  tenor  and 

date,  one  of  which  being  accom- 
plished, the  others  to  stand  void. 
Dated  at  Cincinnati,  the  13th  day 
of  July,  1836.     S.  DUNSETH." 

It  was  also  proved  by  the  defendant  below,  that  S.  Dunseth, 
whose  signature  appears  to  the  foregoing  bill  of  lading,  was  clerk  of 
the  steamboat  Indian  at  the  time  the  above  goods  were  received 
on  said  boat,  and  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  bill  of  lading. 
The  defendant  below  also  proved  that  the  steamboat  American  was 
a  good  boat  at  the  time  of  the  reshipment,  and  that  she  (the  Amer- 
ican) was  sunk  on  her  way  to  Peoria,  in  the  Illinois  river,  with  the 
plaintiffs'  goods  on  board,  by  the  steamboat  Friendship  running  into 
her  (the  American),  as  witness  understood,  though  he  had  no  per- 
sonal knowledge ;  and  that  the  pilot  of  the  American,  at  the  time  of 
this  accident,  was  a  good  pilot,  and  that  the  sinking  of  the  Amer- 
ican was  an  accident,  as  tie  had  heard  say,  and  not  occasioned  by 
the  negligence  of  her  officers,  or  the  mismanagement  of  the  boat 
American,  as  he  had  also  heard  said.  It  was  also  said  that  the  boat 
American  was  afterwards  raised,  and  most  of  her  loading  was  saved ; 
and  he  did  not  know  but  all  the  plaintiffs'  goods  were  saved. 

Upon  this  evidence  the  Court  below  rendered  a  judgment  for 
the  plaintiffs  below.  The  assignment  of  errors  questions  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  decision.  This  is  a  case  of  first  impression  in  tliis 
Court.  We  have  searched  for  authorities  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
privilege  reserved  in  the  margin  of  the  bill  of  lading  without 
success. 

The  authorities  referred  to  in  the  brief  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
have  no  application  to  the  question  arising  in  this  case.  In  the 
absence  of  adjudged  cases,  within  the  reach  of  the  Court,  we  must 
apply  general  principles  to  the  facts  of  the  case. 

In  order  to  arrive  at  a  just  conclusion,  it  is  necessary  first  to 
determine  the  extent  of  the  obligation  incurred  by  the  master  of  the 
Indian,  when  he  undertook  to  transport  the  goods  of  Wade,  Lowry 
&  Co.,  from  Cmcinnati  to  Peoria.  The  language  of  the  bill  of 
lading  is,  that  the  goods  were  to  be  delivered  at  Peoria  to  Wade, 
Lowry  &  Co.,  they  paying  the  freight  for  the  goods  at  $1  per 
hundred,  the  unavoidable  accidents  of  the  river  only  excepted. 
This  contract  bound  Dunseth,  the  master  of  the  boat,  to  deliver, 
from  the  boat  Indian,  the  goods  in  question,  unless  prevented  by  the 
unavoidable  accidents  of  the  river.  What  change  in  the  terms  of 
this  contract  did  the  words  "  with  privilege  of  reshipping  on  any 
good  boat,"  written  in  the  margin  of  the  bill  of  lading,  produce  ? 
Was  the  master  dischara;ed  from  all  obligation  in  relation  to  the 
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carriage  and  delivery  of  the  goods  at  Peoria,  by  merely  reshipping 
the  goods  on  board  "any  good  boat?"  Clearly  not.  He  was  to 
receive  freight,  on  the  delivery  of  the  goods  at  Peoria,  for  trans- 
porting the  goods  the  whole  distance.  His  obligations  were  con- 
sequently co-extensive  with  the  reward  he  was  to  receive. 

He  could  not  charge  freight  ^7-0  rata^  for  the  distance  he  carried 
the  goods,  and  then  leave  the  owner  to  be  charged  for  the 
remainder  of  the  distance  such  prices  for  freight  as  the  conscience 
of  the  master  of  the  boat  on  which  the  goods  might  be  reshipped 
should  see  fit  to  demand. 

The  master,  having  undertaken,  for  a  stipulated  reward,  to  deliver 
the  goods,  in  good  order,  at  Peoria,  was  ^ound  to  do  so,  unless  he 
could  show  that  the  goods  were  lost,  or  so  injured  as  to  prevent 
their  delivery,  by  the  unavoidable  accidents  of  the  river.  The  onus 
lay  on  him,  whether  he  reshipped  the  goods  or  not.  This  proof 
he  undertook  to  give,  but  the  whole  of  his  evidence  of  the  loss  of 
the  goods  by  unavoidable  accident  was  hearsay. 

Doubtless  had  this  evidence  been  offered  to  a  jury,  it  would  have 
been  objected  to  and  rejected;  but  as  the  Court  tried  the  cause, 
the  whole  of  the  evidence  was  heard,  and  that  portion  disregarded 
by  the  judge  which  was  considered  as  improper. 

Had  the  cause  been  tried  before  a  jury,  it  would  have  been 
proper  for  the  plaintiffs  below  to  have  moved  the  Court  to  instruct 
the  jury  to  disregard  the  hearsay  testimony;  but  where  the  judge 
tries  the  case  no  such  motion  is  necessary,  because  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  Court  to  decide  the  case  upon  the  legal  evidence  before  it. 

The  legal  testimony  in  the  case  was  the  shipment  of  the  goods 
of  the  plaintiff  below,  on  board  of  the  steamboat  Indian,  under  a 
contract  to  deliver  them  at  Peoria ;  that  the  goods  had  never  been 
delivered,  and  that  the  goods  were  worth  $194.75. 

From  the  loose  manner  in  which  the  bill  of  exceptions  is  drawn, 
it  is  doubtful  whether  the  witness  of  the  defendant  below  intended 
to  say  that  he  knew  that  the  goods  were  reshipped  on  board  the 
American,  or  whether  he  meant  only  to  state  that,  at  the  time  he 
heard  the  goods  were  reshipped,  the  American  was  a  good  boat. 
Whatever  may  be  the  true  understanding  of  this  part  of  the  testi- 
mony, there  is  no  doubt  that  all  the  witness  said  in  relation  to  the 
sinking  of  the  American,  by  being  run  into  by  the  steamboat 
Friendship,  is  entirely  hearsay,  as  well  as  the  testimony  that  the 
accident  was  not  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  officers  of  the 
American. 

The  Court  below  was  consequently  justified  in  disregarding  the 
hearsay  testimony,  and  in  giving  judgment  for  the  plaintijGfs  below, 
on  the  evidence.  Should  it  be  enquired  of  what  use  then  was  the 
memorandum  written  on  the  margin  of  the  bill  of  lading,  "  with 
privilege  of  reshipping  on  any  good  boat,"  if  when  the  goods,  in 
pursuance  of  such  privilege,  have  been  reshipped,  the  master  is  not 


SPRINGFIELD.  289 


Dunseth  v.  Wade  ei  al. 


discharged  from  further  responsibility  ?  The  answer  is  two  fold  : 
First,  the  master  of  the  Indian  was  to  receive  freight  on  delivery 
for  the  whole  distance,  whether  he  reshipped  the  goods  or  not, 
and  consequently  his  obligations  were  co-extensive  with  his  reward  ; 
and,  Secondly,  without  reserving  this  privilege,  the  master  of  the 
Indian  would  have  been  responsible,  after  reshipping  the  goods, 
even  for  unavoidable  accidents. 

If  a  common  carrier,  in  which  character  steamboats  navigating 
our  rivers  must  be  classed,  attempts  to  perform  his  contract  in  a 
manner  different  from  his  undertaking,  he  becomes  an  insurer  for 
the  absolute  delivery  of  the  goods,  and  cannot  avail  himself  of 
any  exceptions  made  in  his  behalf  in  the  contract. 

The  skill  and  experience  of  the  master  of  the  boat,  the  charac- 
ter of  the  crew,  and  the  staunchness  and  speed  of  the  boat,  may 
all  be  taken  into  consideration  by  the  owner  or  shipper  of  goods, 
in  selecting  a  boat  for  the  carriage  of  his  goods.  Having  done  so, 
he  has  a  right  to  require  that  the  contract  be  fulfilled  in  the  man- 
ner agreed,  unless  the  master  of  the  boat  reserves  the  privilege  of 
reshipping. 

And  when  this  reservation  is  made,  it  is  still  incumbent  on  the 
master  of  the  boat,  in  order  to  discharge  himself  from  his  obliga- 
tions, to  show,  by  legal  evidence,  not  only  that  the  goods  were 
reshipped  on  a  good  boat,  but  that  the  goods  were  lost  by  the 
unavoidable  accidents  of  the  river.  Had  the  agreement  been,  that, 
if  the  master  should  reship  the  goods,  he  should  only  receive 
freight  pro  rata  for  the  distance  the  goods  had  been  carried,  a  dif- 
ferent question  would  have  been  presented. 

In  such  a  case,  however,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  would 
have  been  incumbent  on  the  master  to  have  forwarded,  without 
delay,  to  the  owners  or  consignee  of  the  goods,  a  new  bill  of  lading 
so  that  the  owner  might  have  evidence  against  the  master  of  the 
boat  on  which  the  goods  were  reshipped. 

Without  notice  of  the  reshipment  of  the  goods,  the  owner,  in 
case  of  non-delivery,  would  not  know  on  whom  to  call  for  redress, 
nor  how  to  search  for  his  goods.  Upon  the  whole,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Philander  Salisbury  and  Charles  Collins,  plaintiffs 
in  error,  -w,  Daniel  O.  Gillett  and  Dudley  Avery, 
defendants  in  error. 

Efirror  to  Morgan. 

A  mistake  in  the  Christian  name  of  a  plaintiff  can  be  taken  advantage  of  only  by  plea  in 
abatement. 

Where  an  action  was  brought  against  the  makers  of  a  note  by  the  payees,  who  were 
described  in  the  note  by  the  name  of  their  firm,  "  Salisbury  &"  Collins  •  "  Held,  that  it 
WHS  not  necessary,  under  the  general  issue,  to  prove  the  Christian  names  of  the  plaint- 
iffs, or  that  they  were  partners. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  March  term, 
1838,  before  the  Hon.  Jesse  B.  Thomas,  who  rendered  a  judg- 
ment for  the  defend-ants.  The  plaintiffs  brought  the  cause  to  this 
Court  bj  writ  of  error. 

W.  Thomas,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  cited  3  Campbell,  239  ; 
13  Petersdorff's  Abr.,  130;  3  Stark  E.,  362,  407;  3  Stark  Ev., 
1167;  3  Missouri,  227. 

M.  Leslie,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  commenced  by  Salisbury  &  Collins 
against  Gillett  &  Avery,  by  petition  and  summons. 

The  defendants  pleaded  nil  dehet^  and  the  cause  was,  by  consent 
of  parties,  tried  by  the  Court  without  a  jury.  On  the  trial  of  the 
cause  the  plaintiffs  produced  and  read  a  note,  of  which  the  follow- 
ing is  a  copy,  to  wit : 

"  St.  Louis,  March  2Mi,  1837. 

"  Six  months  after  date  we  promise  to  pay  Salisbury  &  Collins, 
at  the  agency  of  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Cincinnati,  in  St,  Louis, 
two  hundred  and  forty-nine  dollars,  without  defalcation,  and  for 
value  received, 

"GILLETT  &  A7ERY." 

The  plaintiffs  proved  that  defendants  were  partners  in  trade, 
and  doing  business  under  the  name  of  Gillett  &  Avery,  and  also 
proved  by  a  witness  that  he  had  heard  Charles  Collins  say  that 
he  had  a  partner  in  St,  Louis  named  Salisbury,  in  a  shoe  store, 
and  that  he  had  seen  a  notice  of  a  partnership  in  a  newspaper. 
He  believed  he  had  been  in  their  store  in  St.  Louis ;  but  witness 
did  not  know  the  Christian  name  of  Salisbury.  Upon  this  testi- 
mony the  Court  below  gave  judgment  for  defendants. 

If  the  note  had  been  payable  to  Collips  &  Co.,  and  the  action 
brought  in  the  names  of  Collins  &  Salisbury,  proof  would  have 
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been  necessary,  to  show  that  Salisbury  was  one  of  the  firm  of  Col- 
lins &  Co.(l) 

In  the  case  at  bar,  however,  the  action  is  brought  in  the  names 
of  the  payees,  and  if  there  is  anything  wrong,  it  must  be  in  the 
Christian  names  of  one  or  both  of  the  plaintiffs.  Such  a  mistake, 
however,  can  only  be  taken  advantage  of  by  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment.(2)  The  Court  below  consequently  erred  in  giving  judg- 
ment for  the  defendants.  The  judgment  below  is  reversed,  with 
costs,  and  judgment  rendered  in  this  Court  for  the  amount  of  the 
note  and  interest. 

Judgment  reversed^  and  judgment  rendered  in  this  Court. 

Note.    See  Vance  et  al.  v.  Punk,  Ante,  263. 

(1)  McGregor  et  al.  v.  Blauchard,  5  Weud.,  475.  (2)  1  Chit.  Plead.,  440. 


Rebecca  Walkee,  appellant,  v.  James  Walker,  appel- 
lee. 

Appeal  from  CooJc. 

Under  the  statute,  on  appeal  from  the  decision  of  a  Probate  Court  in  relation  to  the  pro- 
bate of  a  will,  it  is  proper  for  the  Circuit  Court  to  direct  the  trial  to  be  had  before 
a  jury  ;  and  on  such  trial  it  is  not  competent  for  either  party  to  introduce  any  testimony 
in  relation  to  the  sanity  of  the  testator,  except  that  of  the  subscribing  witnesses,  who 
may  be  sworn  and  testify  before  the  jury  ;  and  unless  two  of  said  witnesses  concur  in 
the  belief  that  the  testator  was  of  sound  raind  at  the  time  of  executing  the  will,  it 
cannot  be  admitted  to  probate.  The  belief  of  the  witnesses  may  be  formed  not  only 
upon  what  transpired  at  the  time  of  executing  the  will,  but  also  upon  events  which 
happened  before  ;  and  the  jury  need  not  enquire  into  the  foundation  of  the  witnesses' 
belief,  nor  the  circumstances  under  which,  nor  the  time  when  such  belief  was  formed. 
The  trial  in  the  Circuit  Court  should  be  de  novo  ;  and  as  to  all  questions  except  the  sanity 
of  the  testator,  the  parties  are  not  restricted  to  the  testimony  of  the  subscribing  wit- 
nesses, or  the  evidence  adduced  before  the  Court  of  Probate. (a) 

The  provision  in  the  statute  of  wills,  "  that  claims  for  debts  may  be  tried  by  a  jury,  as  in 
other  cases,"  is  not  a  prohibition  of  the  right  to  trial  by  a  jury  in  any  other  cases  aris- 
ing under  the  act. 

At  the  November  term,  1835,  of  the  Court  of  Probate  of  Cook 
county,  Rebecca  Walker,  executrix  of  the  last  will  and  testament 
of  Jesse  Walker,  deceased,  presented  said  will  to  the  Court  for 
probate,  and  at  the  same  time  appeared  James  Walker,  heir  of 
said  Jesse  Walker,  and  resisted  the  probate  of  said  will,  on  the 
ground  that,  at  the  time  of  the  executing  said  will,  the  said  Jesse 
Walker  was  not  of  sound  mind  and  memory.  The  Court  of  Probate, 
after  hearing  the  proofs  and  allegations  of  the  parties,  "ordered 
that  the  said  will  and  testament  be  rejected,  and  that  it  be  not 
admitted   to  probate."     Rebecca  Walker  appealed  to  the  Circuit 

(a)  L.  of  1845,  p.  30;  Duncan  v.  Duncan,  23  111.  E.,  364  ;  Andrews  v.  Black,  43  111. 
R.,  '^56, 
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Court  of  Cook  county,  where  the  cause  was  tried  at  the  August 
term,  1837,  before  the  Hon.  Jesse  B.  Thomas  and  a  jury.  The 
jury  returned  a  verdict,  that  "  the  proof  of  the  execution  of  the 
said  will  is  insufficient  to  admit  to  probate  record  ;"  whereupon 
the  Circuit  Court  affirmed  the  judgment  of  thte  Court  of  Probate, 
and  the  cause  was  brought  into  this  Court  by  appeal. 

On  the  trial  in  the  Court  below,  the  following  bill  of  exceptions 
was  laken : 

"  Be  it  remembered,  that  at  a  Circuit  Court  held  at  Chicago,  in 
and  for  the  county  of  Cook,  on  the  twenty-fifth  day  of  August,  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty -seven, 
this  cause,  which  was  brought  into  this  Court  upon  the  annexed 
bill  of  exceptions,  transcript  of  evidence,  and  appeal  from  the 
decision  of  Isaac  Harmon,  judge  of  probate  in  and  for  the  county 
of  Cook,  came  on  for  trial  before  his  Honor  Jesse  B.  Thomas,  the 
presiding  judge  of  the  said  Court. 

"  The  counsel  for  Rebecca  Walker,  the  said  appellant,  moved  the 
said  Court  that  the  said  trial  should  be  before  the  Court  without 
a  jury,  and  that  the  said  trial  be  upon  the  transcript  of  the  evi- 
dence returned  by  said  judge  of  probate;  his  Honor  the  judge 
decided,  that  the  trial  of  the  said  cause  should  be  upon  the  tran- 
script of  the  judge  of  probate,  and  the  appellant's  bill  of  excep- 
tions; that  a  jury  should  be  impanneled  for  the  trial  of  said 
cause,  and  that,  upon  the  said  trial,  it  would  not  be  competent  for 
either  party  to  introduce  any  testimony  in  relation  to  the  sanity  or 
insanity  of  the  testator,  except  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  the 
said  will,  who  might  be  sworn  and  give  their  evidence  before  the 
said  jury ;  that  the  trial,  as  to  all  other  decisions  of  the  Court  of 
Probate,  as  appeared  from  the  appellant's  bill  of  exceptions,  and 
the  transcript  of  the  judge  of  probate,  should  be  de  novo,  and  that 
the  parties  in  that  respect  would  not  be  restricted  to  the  evidence 
adduced  before  the  judge  of  probate. 

"  A  jury  was  accordingly  impanneled,  and,  after  the  testimony 
had  been  closed,  the  counsel  for  the  appellee  requested  the  Court 
to  instruct  tue  jury,  that  unless  two  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to 
the  said  will  stated,  upon  oath,  that  they  concur  in  the  belief  that 
the  testator  was  of  sound  mind  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
said  will,  the  law  is  with  the  appellee ;  which  said  instruction,  as 
asked  for,  was  given  by  the  said  Court. 

"The  Court  also  instructed  the  jury,  that  the  said  subscribing 
witnesses,  in  giving  their  opinions  as  to  the  sanity  or  insanity  of 
the  said  testator,  might  found  their  opinion  not  only  upon  the 
events  which  transpired  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  said  will, 
but  also  upon  events  which  transpired  antecedent  to  the  execution 
of  the  said  will ;  and  the  jury  need  not  enquire  into  the  founda- 
tion of  the  witnesses'  belief,  nor  the  circumstances  under  which, 
nor  the  time  when,  said  belief  was  formed ;   to  which  said  several 
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decisions,  opinions,  and  instructions  of  the  Court,  except  as  to  the 
decision  of  the  Court,  in  regard  to  the  testimony  to  be  introduced 
on  the  trial,  the  said  appelhmt,  by  her  counsel,  excepted,  and  prayed 
that  this  her  bill  of  exceptions  may  be  signed,  sealed,  and  made  a 
part  of  the  record. 

"J.B.THOMAS.  [SEAL.]" 

J.  BuTTERFiELD  and  J.  H.  Collins,  for  the  appellant,  cited 
E.  L.,  653;  Gale's  Stat,   718;  2  Stark.  Ev.,  922;  4  Burr.,  224 

J.  Young  Scammon,  for  the  appellee,  cited  R.  L.,  611,  612 ; 
Gale's  Stat.,  686,  687;  Brown  v.  McConnell,  1  Bibb,  266  ;  1  Bibb, 
442;  IJ.  J.  Marsh.,  818. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 

Two  grounds  of  exception  have  been  taken  by  the  appellant  in 
this  cause:  First,  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  appeal  from  the 
judge  of  probate  has  been  proceeded  on  and  adjudicated  ;  and, 
Secondly,  as  to  the  instructions,  and  the  principles  embraced  in 
them,  applicable  to  the  evidence,  as  laid  down  by  the  judge. 

On  the  first  point,  the  appellant  does  not  complain  of  the  order 
directing  the  trial  of  the  cause  upon  the  transcript  of  the  judge  of 
probate,  and  the  appellant's  bill  of  exceptions,  but  of  that  portion 
of  the  order  which  directed  the  impanneling  of  a  jury,  and  the 
exclusion  of  all  other  evidence  in  relation  to  the  sanity  of  the  tes- 
tator, except  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  the  will,  who  might  be 
sworn  and  testify ;  and  that  as  to  all  other  decisions  of  the  Court 
of  Probate,  appearing  from  the  bill  of  exceptions  and  transcript, 
the  trial  should  be  de  novo ;  and  the  parties  not  restricted  in  that 
respect  to  the  evidence  adduced  before  the  judge  of  probate. 

We  do  not  perceive  that  this  order  in  the  Circuit  Court  was 
erroneous.  The  135th  section  of  the  '''■Act  relative  to  Wills  and 
Testaments,^'' {V)  provides  that  the  Circuit  Court,  in  cases  of  appeal 
from  the  Court  of  Probate,  shall  proceed  de  novo,  as  to  the  judg- 
ment and  orders  appealed  from;  and  that  claims  for  debts  may  be 
tried  by  a  jury  as  in  other  cases.  It  would  be  difficult  to  under- 
stand the  meaning  of  the  language  here  used,  did  we  not  consider 
the  terms  as  implying  a  new  and  original  hearing  of  the  cause,  in 
the  Circuit  Court.  How  shall  it  proceed  de  novo  as  to  the  judg- 
ments and  orders  appealed  from,  if  it  does  not  permit  a  new 
hearing  of  the  cause  upon  its  merits?  If  this  be  true,  how  can  a 
rehearing  on  the  merits  be  had,  unless  the  forms  of  proceeding  used 
in  the  Circuit  Court,  in  the  trial  of  other  cases,  be  adopted  ?  A 
proceeding  de  novo  surely  implies  a  new  hearing  on  the  facts  and 
law  of  the  case ;  and  not  a  mere  review  and  decision  upon  the 
facts  and  decisions  as  they  transpired,  and  were  had  before  the  Pro- 
bate Court.     The  phraseology  used  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that 

1  R.  L.,  653  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  718, 
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the  trial,  as  to  all  other  decisions,  should  be  de  novo,  seems  to  imply, 
that  in  regard  to  the  question  of  the  sanity  of  the  testator  the  trial 
was  not  de  novo.  This  is  conceived  to  be  rather  a  misapprehension 
of  the  state  of  the  proceedings  had,  and  the  use  of  an  ambiguous 
phrase,  which  the  proceedings  as  they  appear  sufficiently  explain. 
The  rehearing  of  the  evidence,  and  the  verdict  of  the  jury  were 
surely  a  proceeding  de  novo,  on  the  intrinsic  merits  of  the  contro- 
versy. The  insanity  of  the  testator  was  the  question  before  the 
judge  of  probate,  but  still  it  is  again  retried,  and  the  facts 
reexamined,  and  original  testimony  introduced  before  the  jury, — 
not  what  remained  on  paper  before  the  judge  of  probate.  We 
conceive,  then,  that  as  the  Circuit  Court  is  not  bound  to  find  the 
facts,  but  to  pronounce  the  law  arising  on  the  facts  judicially  proven, 
it  had  an  undoubted  right  to  direct  the  impanneling  of  a  jury  to 
find  those  facts  on  which  its  judgment  was  to  be  given.  The  phrase 
in  the  act,  "  that  claims  for  debts  may  be  tried  by  a  jury  as  in  other 
cases,"  cannot  be  considered  a  negation  to  the  right  to  impannel  a 
jury  in  other  cases  than  claims  for  debts.  It  is  an  afiirmance  of  the 
right  in  that  particular  case,  but  is  no  prohibition  to  the  adoption 
of  similar  proceedings  in  other  cases.  The  further  decision  that  the 
subscribing  witness  should  alone  be  permitted  to  testify  to  the 
mental  condition  of  the  testator  was  certainly  proper. 

It  will  be  recollected  that  the  object  of  the  proceedings  before  the 
judge  of  probate,  and  the  re-trial  in  the  Circuit  Court,  was  to 
obtain  probate  of  the  will.  Two  witnesses  to  the  will  are  required 
to  prove  that  they  were  present  and  saw  the  testator  sign  the  will, 
or  acknowledge  the  same  to  be  his  act  and  deed ;  and  that  they 
believed  the  testator,  at  the  time  of  signing  or  acknowledging  the 
same,  to  be  of  sound  mind  and  memory.  Unless  this  be  done,  no 
probate  can  be  granted.  Hence  it  is  most  manifest  that  no  other 
witness  could  be  introduced  to  establish  what  the  law  requires 
shall  be  alone  proven  by  the  subscribing  witnesses.  The  decision 
to  exclude  all  other  evidence  of  the  proof  of  the  execution  of  the 
will,  and  state  of  mind  of  the  testator  was  strictly  correct. 

On  the  second  ground  it  satisfactorily  appears  that  there  was  no 
error  in  the  instructions  given.  The  Court  in  saying  that  the  con- 
currence of  two  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  in  the  sanity  of  the 
testator,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  will,  was  necessary  to 
establish  its  validity,  did  but  declare  what  the  law  says  shall  be  the 
only  evidence  in  such  cases.  No  error  is  perceived  in  the  further 
instructions  of  the  judge  in  determining  that  the  subscribing  wit- 
nesses, in  testifying  as  to  the  mental  condition  of  the  testator,  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  will,  might  found  their  belief  as  well 
upon  events  which  transpired  antecedently  to  the  execution  of  the 
will,  as  those  which  happened  at  its  execution.  Whether  the  tes- 
tator had  been  previously  subject  to  aberrations  of  mind  or  not,  to 
their  knowledge,  would  surely  be  a  means  of  testing,   in  some 
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measure,  the  accuracy  of  their  judgment,  as  to  his  condition  ot 
mind  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  will.  The  fects  might  be 
ancillary  to  the  formation  of  an  accurate  judgment,  and  materially 
aid  a  just  conclusion. 

We  are  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.    Decisions  as  to  construction  of  statutes .-  See  note  to  Mason  v.  Finch,  Ante,  223. 


John  M.  Webster,  administrator,  and  Jaiste  Hill,  admin- 
istratrix, of  CuETis  Hill,  deceased,  plaintiffs  in  error, 
V.  Eli  Vickees,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to   Wayne. 

An  endorser  or  assignor  of  a  promissory  note,  who  acted  merely  as  the  agent  of  the 
endorsee  or  assignee,  in  receiving  the  note  as  payee,  is  a  good  witness  for  the  defendant, 
to  impeach  the  consideration  of  the  note  in  the  hands  of  his  principal. («) 

Where  a  cause  is  tried  by  the  Court  below,  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  the  Supreme 
Court  will  not,  in  a  doubtful  case,  disturb  the  adjudication  of  the  Court  below. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  commenced  by  the  plaintiffs 
in  error  against  the  defendant  in  error,  before  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  Wayne  county.  The  justice  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaint- 
iffs, for  the  amount  of  the  note  mentioned  in  the  following  bill  of 
exceptions,  from  which  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Wayne  county,  where  the  cause  was  tried  at  the  October  term, 
1837,  before  the  Hon.  Justin  Harlan,  without  a  jury,  and  judgment 
rendered  for  the  defendant. 

On  the  trial  in  the  Court  below,  the  following  bill  of  exceptions 
was  taken : 

"Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  trial  of  this  cause  the  defendant 
proved  by  Thomas  Cottingham,  that  he,  the  said  Cottingham, 
was  employed  bv  Curtis  Hill,  by  the  month,  to  sell  clocks ;  that 
among  others,  he  sold  a  clock  to  the  defendant  for  which  this 
note,  to  wit: 

"  $12.00.  State  of  Illinois,  County  of  White. 

"On  or  by  the  twenty-fifth  of  December,  eighteen  hundred  and 
thirty-four,  I  promise  to  pay  Thomas  Cottingham  or  bearer  twelve 
dollars  and  cents  for  value  reed.,  as  witness  my  hand  and  seal, 
this  the  twelfth  of  December,  1832. 

"  THOMAS  VICKEES.  [l.  s.]  " 

[a]  Scammon  v.  Adams,  11  111.  R.,  575  ;  Walton  v.  Witherel,  43  111.  E.,  390. 
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and  another,  were  given  to  witness;  that  witness  had  no  interest 
in  the  matter,  but  was  merely  an  agent;  that  witness  was  author- 
ized to  warrant  said  clock,  if  well  used,  to  keep  time  until  the  notes 
fell  due,  if  not  he  would  repair  it,  or  furnish  a  good  one ;  also  to 
assure  the  purchaser  that  pay  would  not  be  required  unless  the  ' 
clock  answered  the  purpose  as  aforesaid  ;  that  witness  did  so 
warrant  and  represent  to  defendant.  It  was  proved  by  witness  and 
one  Story,  that  the  clock  never  did  keep  time,  though  it  was 
repaired  by  witness,  and  even  by  Hill  himself;  but  that  it  was 
altogether  useless  as  a  time-piece.  It  was  proved  that  whenever 
witness  or  Hill  were  called  on,  that  they  repaired  said  clock,  but 
that  it  did  not  keep  good  time  afterwards.  Cottingham  assigned 
the  note  before  it  became  due.  The  defense  relied  on  was,  that 
there  was  no  consideration,  and  a  failure  of  the  consideration  for 
which  the  note  was  given.  The  Court  decided  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant,  to  which  decision  the  plaintiffs  except,  and  pray  that  this 
their  bill  of  exceptions  be  signed,  sealed,  and  made  a  part  of  the 
record.     This  was  the  whole  of  the  evidence  in  the  above  cause. 

"J.  HAELAK"  [SEAL.] 

The  cause  was  brought  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error,  and  the 
following  errors  assigned: 

1.  Thomas  Cottingham,  the  payee  of  the  note  sued  on,  was 
improperly  admitted  by  the  Court  below  as  a  witness  in  the  suit. 

2.  The  Court  below  improperly  admitted  parol  evidence  to  con- 
tradict the  note,  and  to  explain  and  vary  the  contract. 

8.  It  was  not  proved  that  the  clock  was  well  used  by  the  defend- 
ant below. 

4.  The  judgment  should  have  been  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  breach  of  warranty. 

0.  B.  FiCKLlN,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

E,  B.  Webb,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
The  error  principally  relied  upon  in  this  case  is,  that  the  Court 
admitted  the  payee  of  the  note,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  had  sued 
as  his  assignee,  to  testify  that  he  had  no  interest  in  the  matter; 
but  that  in  taking  the  note  in  question  (which  he  had  assigned  to 
the  plaintiff),  and  in  the  sale  of  the  property  for  which  it  was 
given,  he  had  acted  as  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff;  and  also,  that 
agreeably  to  his  authority  as  agent,  he  had  warranted  the  property 
sold,  and  that  the  warranty  had  been  broken,  and  that  the  consid- 
eration had  failed,  &c. 

The  general  rule  is  that  an  agent  is  a  good  witness;  and  noth- 
ing is  shown  by  the  bill  of  e:?^ceptions  in  this  case  to  take  it  out 
of  that  rule.  The  witness  is  not  called  by  his  principal,  to  sup- 
port a  claim  in  which  he  might  be  supposed  to  have  an  interest ; 
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but  he  is  offered  by  the  opposite  party,  and  his  testimony  makes 
against  the  interest  of  his  principal,  and  also  against  any  interest 
which  he  might  be  supposed  to  have  in  the  recovery  of  the  amount 
of  the  note  from  the  obligor.  There  was  no  error  therefore  in 
receiving  his  testimony. 

Whether  the  defense  set  up  to  the  action  was  made  out  by  the 
evidence,  might  possibly  admit  of  some  doubts;  but,  inasmuch  as 
it  is  a  doubtful  point,  we  are  not  disposed  to  disturb  an  adjudica- 
tion made  upon  a  personal  examination  of  the  witnesses,  and 
under  circumstances  every  way  calculated  to  enable  the  Court  to 
come  to  a  correct  conclusion  as  to  the  matters  of  fact  in 
controversy. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  ajjirmed. 


JajMes  F.  Reed,  Reubeist  Radfoed  and  John"  Calhoun, 
surviving  partners  of  the  firm  of  Calhoitjst,  Eaely 
&  Co.,  appellants,  v.  Joshua  S.  Hobbs,  appellee. 

Ajypeal  from  Sangamooi. 

Where  C,  E.  &  Co.  relet  a  portion  of  their  contract  to  grade  a  section  of  ii  railroad  to 
H.,  the  work  to  be  done  according  to  the  plans  and  speciiieations  in  the  railroad  office, 
and  under  the  direction  of  the  engineer,  &c.,  of  the  road,  and  of  C.  E.  &  Co.,  H. 
agreeing  to  conform  in  all  respects  to  the  contract  of  C,  E.  &  Co.  with  the  Commis- 
sioner, excepu  as  to  price,  for  which  H.  was  to  be  paid  a  certain  sum  per  yard  for 
embankment,  and  the  same  price  per  yard  for  excavation,  to  be  paid  on  the  estimate  of 
the  engineer,  according  to  C,  E.  <fe  Co.'s  contract  with  the  Commissioner:  Held: 
that  H.  was  not  entitled  to  pay  for  any  embankment  or  excavation  not  allowable  to  C, 
E.  &  Co.,  under  their  contract  with  the  Commissioner. 

The  plea  of  covenants  performed,  in  an  action  to  recover  pay  for  work  done,  admits 
nothing  more  than  the  plaintifPs  right  to  recover  nominal  damages.  Nothing  is  more 
certain  than  that,  where  terms  of  art  are  used  in  contracts,  if  there  be  any  doubt  as  to 
the  sense  in  which  they  are  used  and  ought  to  be  applied,  resort  is  to  be  had  to  the 
opinion  of  professional  men,  to  ascertain  the  technical  meaning  attached  to  them  by 
those  most  conversant  with  their  use. 

This  was  an  action  of  covenant  commenced  by  the  appellee 
against  the  appellants  in  the  Sangamon  Circuit  Court,  upon  the 
following  agreement: 

"This  article  of  agreement,  made  and  entered  into  this  2-ith 
day  of  January,  A.  D.  183S,  between  Joshua  S.  Hobbs,  of  the 
county  of  Sangamon,  and  State  of  Illinois,  of  the  first  part,  and 
Calhoun,  Early  &  Co.,  of  the  county  and  State  aforesaid,  of  the 
second  part, — witnesseth,  that  the  said  Hobbs  of  the  first  part  for, 
and  in  consideration  of  the  covenants  and  agreement  herein- 
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after  contained,  have  covenanted  and  agreed,  and  do  hereby  cove- 
nant and  agree  with  the  said  Calhoun,  Early  &  Co.,  to  do,  per- 
form and  complete  all  the  grading  in  section  one,  on  that  part 
of  the  Northern  Cross  Eailroad  lying  between  the  south  side  of 
the  corporation  of  Springfield  and  the  Sangamon  river,  in  the 
manner  and  according  to  the  specifications  and  plans  exhibited 
and  fully  understood  by  said  Hobbs,  of  the  first  part,  at  and  before 
the  signing  of  this  article  of  agreement,  which  said  specifications 
and  plans  are  now  on  file  in  the  railroad  office  in  Jacksonville ;  and 
the  said  Hobbs,  of  the  first  part,  further  covenants  and  agrees  to 
construct  and  execute  the  work  above  mentioned,  and  every  part 
thereof,  according  to  the  specifications  and  plans  aforesaid,  and  at 
the  prices  hereinafter  contained,  and  under  the  immediate  exami- 
nation, orders  and  direction  of  the  Acting  Commissioner,  engineers 
and  superintendents  on  the  line  for  the  time  being ;  and  under  the 
like  examinations,  orders  and  directions  of  the  said  Calhoun, 
Early  &  Co.,  parties  of  the  second  part,  and  will  at  all  times  con- 
form, during  the  progress  of  the  work,  to  any  and  all  changes  and 
alterations  that  may  be  directed  to  be  made  in  the  location,  plan, 
form  and  dimension,  or  manner  of  constructing  said  work,  and 
will,  in  all  respects,  conform  to  and  comply  with  each  and  every 
provision  of  the  contract  entered  into  by  and  between  the  said  Cal- 
houn, Early  k  Co.,  and  the  Acting  Commissioner  of  this  district, 
bearing  date  the  29th  day  of  November,  A.  D.  1837,  as  far  as 
said  contract  is  applicable  to  the  said  section  number  one,  and 
no  further,  excepting  as  to  the  prices  of  the  work,  which  are 
to  be  as  hereinafter  mentioned.  And  the  said  Calhoun,  Early  & 
Co.,  parties  of  the  second  part",  for,  and  in  consideration  of  the 
covenants  and  agreements  herein  contained,  do  hereby  covenant 
and  agree  with  the  said  Hobbs,  to  pay  him  the  following  prices,  in 
the  manner  and  at  the  prices  hereinafter  specified,  for  performing 
the  work  aforesaid,  to  wit,  for  each  cubic  yard  of  embankment, 
ten  cents,  and  for  each  cubic  yard  of  excavation,  ten  cents ;  to  be 
paid  on  the  estimate  of  the  engineer  in  each  month,  according  to 
the  contract  with  the  Acting  Commissioner  above  referred 
to,  retaining  fifteen  per  cent  on  the  amount  of  such  estimate 
as  security  for  the  faithful  performance  of  this  agreement.  It 
is  mutually  understood  and  agreed  between  the  party  of  the 
first  part  and  the  parties  of  the  second  part,  that  in  case  any 
change  or  alteration  shall  be  directed,  in  writing,  to  be  made  as 
aforesaid,  the  amount  of  such  increase  or  diminution  of  the 
work  is  to  be  estimated  by  the  engineer,  and  the  sums  to  be  paid 
to  said  Hobbs  is  to  be  increased  or  diminished  accordingly, 
according  to  the  rates  and  prices  hereinafter  specified  to  be  paid 
for  the  same,  according  to  the  said  contract  with  the  Acting  Com- 
missioner above  referred  to.  It  is  further  understood  and  agreed 
between  the  parties  to  this  article  of  agreement,  that    the  said 
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Hobbs  is  to  commence  the  said  work  on  or  before  the  first  day  of 
March  next,  and  complete  the  same  by  the  first  day  of  September 
next,  and  that  this  article  of  ngreement  is  to  take  effect  so  soon  as 
approved  by  the  Acting  Commissioner.  It  is  further  understood 
and  agreed  between  the  parties  to  this  article  of  agreement,  that  so 
soon  as  it  is  ascertained  that  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  is  found 
to  act  contrary  to  the  interest,  rule  or  regulation  of  the  party  of 
the  second  part,  this  contract  is  forfeited. 

"In  witness  whereof,  we  have  hereunto  set  our  hands  and  seals, 
this  day  and  year  first  above  written. 

"JOSHUA  S.  HOBBS,  [seal.] 

"CALHOUN,  EARLY  &  CO."  [seal.] 
"  In  the  presenc    of 

John  S.  Roberts, 

Eleazer  White  " 

The  defendants  pleaded  performance  of  their  covenants,  upon 
which  issue  was  joined,  and  a  trial  had  at  the  March  term,  1839, 
before  the  Hon.  William  Thomas  and  a  jury.  Yerdict  and  judg- 
ment were  rendereci  for  the  plaintiff  for  $311.44.  The  defendants 
appealed  to  this  Court.  The  bill  of  exceptions  states  all  the 
important  facts  in  the  case,  except  the  refusal  of  the  Court  to  per- 
mit a  certain  question,  which  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
to  be  answered. 

On  the  trial  in  the  Court  below  the  following  bill  of  exceptions 
was  taken : 

"  The  defendants  moved  the  Court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the 
contract  between  plaintiff  and  defendants,  as  far  as  this  part  of  the 
road  mentioned  in  said  contract  to  be  done  by  plaintiff"  extended, 
entitled  the  plaintiff  to  compensation  upon  his  fulfilling  defendants' 
contract  with  McConne](i)  to  that  extent ;  and  under  plaintiff's 
contract  he  could  not  claim  for  any  excavation  or  embankment 
not  allowable  to  defendants  under  their  contract  with  McConnel ; 
the  only  difference  being  the  amount  of  compensation,  and  that  he 
was  also  to  do  the  work  subject  to  directions  of  defendants;  but 
as  respects  the  manner  in  which  the  work  was  to  be  performed, 
and  for  what  kind  of  work  payment  was  to  be  made,  ii  was  the 
same  under  both  contracts. 

"  That  the  plea  of  covenants  performed  in  this  case  does  not 
admit  anything  more  than  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  nominal 
damages,  and  without  proof  of  excavation  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  more  than  nominal  damapres  for  excavation. 

"But  the  Court  refused  to  give  the  said  instructions,  or  either 
of  them,  and,  on  the  contrary,  instructed  the  jury  that  what  was 
excavation  in  the  contract  mentioned  was  a  matter  of  law,  and 
meant  taking  up  earth  along  the  route  of  the  railroad  for  the  pur- 

(1)  The  Acting  CommiBsioner. 
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pose  of  making  the  railroad,  whether  necessary  to  make  the 
embankment  or  not.  To  the  giving  of  said  instructions  (given  as 
aforesaid)  the  defendants  objected. 

"  To  all  which  opinions  and  judgments  of  the  Court,  in  refusing 
to  permit  said  evidence  to  be  given,  in  refusing  the  instructions 
asked  by  defendants,  and  in  giving  the  instructions  the  Court  did 
give,  the  defendants,  by  their  attorney,  except,  and  pray  that  this, 
their  bill  of  exceptions,  may  be  signed,  sealed,  and  enrolled,  which 
is  done  accordingly.  WM.  THOMAS,     [seal.]  " 

C.  Walker,  J.  Lamborn  and  J.  D.  Urquhart,  for  the  appel- 
ants. 

S.  T.  Logan  and  E.  D.  Baker,  for  the  appellee. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court :  (1) 

The  circuit  judge  erred  in  this  case  in  refusing  to  permit  the 
witness,  the  engineer  upon  the  road,  to  answer  this  question,  which 
w\as  asked  by  the  defendants  :  "  Whether  or  not  there  had  been 
any  excavation  executed  by  Hobbs,  in  the  meaning  of  that  term 
as  applied  to  the  work  in  the  contract?"  Nothing  is  more  certain, 
where  terms  of  art  are  used  in  contracts,  if  there  be  any  doubt  as 
to  the  sense  in  which  they  are  used  and  ought  to  be  applied,  that 
resort  is  to  be  had  to  the  opinion  of  professional  men,  to  ascertain 
the  technical  meaning  attached  to  them  by  those  most  conversant 
with  their  use. (2)  (a) 

The  instructions  asked  by  the  defendants'  counsel  were  errone- 
ously withheld.  It  is  apparent  that  the  plaintiff,  as  a  sub-con- 
tractor, had  engaged  to  perform  the  work  in  the  same  rnanner  as 
his  principal ;  and  that  the  terms  of  that  contract,  in  everything 
but  price,  were  to  govern.  The  manner  of  the  execution  of  the 
contract  directly  refers  to  the  specifications  and  plans,  and  is  to  be 
under  the  immediate  orders  and  directions  of  the  Acting  Commis- 
sioner's engineers. 

The  instructions  should,  therefore,  have  been  given.  In  refer- 
ence to  the  plea  of  covenants  performed,  the  decision  was  erroneous. 
The  plea,  where  it  is  not  sustained,  admits  no  more  than  a  right  to 
recover  nominal  damages. (3) 

The  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded 
with  instructions  to  award  a  venire  de  novo  in  the  Circuit  Court. 

Judgjnent  reversed. 

Note.  Where  a  new  word  is  used  in  a  contract,  or  -when  a  word  is  used  in  a  tecbnical 
or  peculiar  seuse,  as  applicable  to  any  branch  of  business,  or  to  any  particular  class  of 
people,  evidence  of  usage  is  admissible  to  explain  and  illustrate  it,  and  that  evidence  is  to 
be  considered  by  the  jury  ;  and  the  province  of  the  Court  then  is,  to  instruct  the  jury 
■what  will  be  the  legal  effect  of  the  contract,  as  they  shall  find  the  meaning  of  the  word., 
modified  or  explained  by  the  usage.  Eaton  v.  Smitli  et  al.,  20  Pick.,  150. 

(1)  Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  was  not  present  on  the  argument  of  this  cause. 

(2)  3  Stark.  Ev.,  1032.  (3J  5  Wend.,  113,  114. 
[a]  Sauford  V.  Rawlings,  43  111.  E.,  92. 
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Moses  W.  Quigley,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  The  People  of 
THE  State  of  Illinois,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to   Cook, 

In  an  indictment  against  a  defendant,  for  having  in  his  possession  connterteit  bitnk  notes, 
purporting  to  be  notes  of  the  Mercliants'  Bank  of  the  city  of  New  York,  with  intent 
to  utter  and  pass  the  same  as  genuine,  it  is  not  necessary  to  cliarge  that  the  offense  was 
committed  feloniously,  infamously  or  criminally.  If  the  offense  is  charged  in  the  words 
of  the  statute,  it  is  sufficient. 

It  is  no  objection  to  an  indictment  in  such  a  case,  that  it  does  not  allege  that  there  is  such 
a  corporation  as  tlie  Merchants'  Bank. 

An  indictment  for  having  in  possession  a  forged  bank  bill,  with  intent  to  utter  and  pass 
the  same,  set  out  the  bill  in  lia^c  verba,  but  in  copying  the  bill,  the  letter"  C"  was 
omitted.  The  bill  introduced  in  evidence  was  lettered  "  C'  in  the  usual  place  for 
marking  bank  bills  with  letters:  Held,  that  there  was  no  variance.     Held,  also,  that  a 

i  note  payable  to  "  B.  Avmar,  or  bearer,"  was  properly  admitted  in  evidence,  wliere  the 
description  mhcEcveria   was  "  B.  Aymar,  bearer." 

Semblc,  That  there  is  no  difference  between  bank  bills  and  bank  notes. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  was  indicted  at  the  March  term,  1838,  of 
the  Cook  Circuit  Court,  for  having  in  his  possession  certain  forged 
bank  bills,  purporting  to  be  on  the  Merchants'  Bank  of  the  city 
of  New  York,  with  intent  to  utter  the  same,  and  defraud  the  said 
Bank,     He  moved  to  quash  the  indictment  because, 

1st.  The  indictment  did  not  charge  that  the  offense  was  commit- 
ted feloniously,  infamously  or  criminally. 

2d.  It  does  not  allege  that  there  was  any  such  bank  as  the 
Merchants'  Bank  of  the  city  of  New  York. 

8d.  The  allegation  in  the  indictment  is,  that  bank  bills  were 
forged :  when,  in  fact,  the  instruments  set  forth  are  promissory 
notes. 

The  motion  was  overruled  by  the  Court;  and  the  defendant 
then  pleaded  not  guilty. 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the  plaintiffs  offered  in  evidence  to 
the  jury,  a  note  which  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant's  counsel, 
on  account  of  an  alleged  variance  between  the  note  offered,  and 
the  one  set  forth  in  the  indictment,  in  this,  the  note  offered  in 
evidence  is  marked  with  the  letter  "C,"  in  the  usual  manner  of 
lettering  bank  notes;  whereas,  the  note  set  forth  in  the  indict- 
ment has  no  such  letter,  and  is  not  marked  with  any  letter  what- 
ever. This  objection  was  overruled  by  the  Court,  to  which  the 
defendant  excepted. 

The  plaintiffs  also  offered  in  evidence  a  certain  other  note,  which 
was  objected  to  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  on  account  of  a 
variance  between  the  note  offered,  and  the  one  set  forth  in  the 
indictment,  in  this,  the  said  note  offered  in  evidence  is  payable  to 
"B.  Aymar  or  bearer;"  and  the  one  set  forth  in  the  indictment 
is  payable  to    "B.  Aymar,  bearer;"    which   said  objection  was 
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overruled  by  the  Court ;  and  the  said  notes  severally  read  in  evi- 
dence to  the  jury,  to  which  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty;  and  that  the  defendant 
should  be  confined  in  the  penitentiary  for  three  years. 

J.  D.  Caton  and  N.  B.  Judd,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  contended 
that  the  said  .Court  erred  in  overruling  the  said  motion  to  quash 
the  said  indictment.  E.  L.,  Crim.  Code,  §§  164,  190,  170,  35; 
Arch.  Crim.  Plead.,  51. 

The  Court  erred  in  admitting  in  evidence  the  said  notes.  Euss. 
on  Crimes,  360,  361 ;  Arch.  Crim.  Plead.,  102,  292. 

The  indictment  ought  to  have  averred  that  there  was  such  a 
legal  institution  as  "  The  Merchants'  Bank  of  the  city  of  New 
York,"  because  it  is  alleged  that  the  defendant  below  intended 
to  defraud  that  institution;  and  the  Court  will  not  intend  that 
there  was  such  a  corporation.     2  Euss.  on  Crimes,^362. 

Gr.  W.  Olney,  Attorney-General,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 

This  was  an  indictment  and  conviction,  under  the  75th  section 
of  the  Criminal  Code,(l)  for  having  in  possession  counterfeit  bank 
notes,  purporting  to  be  notes  of  the  Merchants'  Bank  of  the  city 
of  New  York,  with  intent  to  utter  and  pass  the  same  as  genuine. 
Several  minor  points  have  been  made,  which  are  untenable ;  and 
the  only  one  requiring  notice  is,  whether  it  was  necessary  to  have 
alleged  in  the  indictment  that  the  intent  was  felonious.  Without 
disputing  the  common  law  rule,  which  requires  all  offenses,  above 
misdemeanors,  to  be  alleged  to  have  been  done  feloniously,  or 
with  an  intent  to  perpetrate  a  felony,  it  is  sufficient  for  the 
decision  of  the  present  question  to  state,  that  the  152d  section  of 
the  code  of  criminal  jurisprudence  of  this  State  has,  under  the 
15th  division,  and  head  of  "  Construction  of  the  act,  and  duty  of 
Courts,"  declared,  that  "  Every  indictment  or  accusation  of  the 
grand  jury  shall  be  deemed  sufficiently  technical  and  cor- 
rect, which  states  the  offense  in  the  terms  and  language  of  this 
code,  or  so  plainly  that  the  nature  of  the  offense  may  be  easily 
understood."(2) 

The  technical  terms  used  at  common  law  seem  to  be  dispensed 
with  by  this  provision,  and  we  have  no  doubt  that  the  indictment, 
which  alleges  a  scienter,  is  sufficient  without  the  allegation  that  the 
intent  was  a  felonious  one.(a) 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(1)  E.  L.,  186  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  211.  (2)  R.  L.,  207  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  228. 

(a)  Brown  v.  People,  4  Gil.  R.,  440. 
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William  R.  Archer,  plaiutiif  in  error,  v.  William  Ross, 
defendant  in  error. 

.Error  to  Pike. 

A  judge  of   a   Circuit  Court  lias  no  authority  to  appoint  a  special  term  of  a  Court, 

to   commence  at  a  time  when  he  is  required  by   law    to   hold    Court    in    another 

county. 
Reasonable  notice  should  be  given  of  the  time  of  holding  a  special  term  of  a  Circuit 

Court. 
Semble,  That  a  judge  of  a  Circuit  Court,  in  appointing  a  special  term,  should  conform  to 

§  5  of  the  act  of  1837. 

Tnis  was  an  action  commenced  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  of 
Pike  county,  by  Eoss  against  Archer,  on  an  account  for  the  inter- 
est due  on  a  note  for  $400,  the  interest  being  made  payable 
annually.  Judgment  was  rendered  by  the  justice  for  the  sum  of 
$48  against  Archer,  from  which  an  appeal  was  taken  by  Archer 
to  the  Circuit  Court. 

At  the  September  special  term  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Pike 
county,  1839,  the  cause  was  tried  by  the  Court  without  a  jury, 
and  tlae  judgment  of  the  justice  affirmed,  the  Hon.  William  Thomas 
presiding. 

J.  A.  McDougall,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

W.  A.  Grimshaw  and  C.  Walker,  for  the  defendant  in 
error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
The  point  presented  in  this  case  involves  a  question  of  the 
power  of  the  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Pike  county  to  award 
a  special  term  ;  and  the  appointing  of  a  day  for  the  holding  thereof, 
which  interfered  with  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  sit  in  another 
county.  The  power  of  the  circuit  judge  to  award  a  special  term 
of  the  Circuit  Court  in  his  circuit  is  derived  from  the  5th  section 
of  the  '•^Act  fixing  the  terms  of  the  Circuit  Courts,  in  the  first, 
sixth  and  seventh  circuits,^\V)  passed  March  4th,  1837;  and  the 
4th  section  of  "  An  act  regulating  the  times  of  holding  the  Supreme 
and  Circuit  Courts,''\2)  passed  13th  of  February,  1835.  It 
appears  from  the  record,  that,  on  the  last  day  of  the  term  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Pike  county,  the  presiding  judge  ordered  and 
appointed  a  special  term  of  the  Pike  Circuit  Court,  to  be  holden 
on  the  next  day,  being  on  Thursday,  the  12th  of  September, 
1839.  This  was  the  day  the  judge  of  the  first  circuit  was  required 
by  law  to  hold  a  Circuit  Court  in  the  county  of  Calhoun,  It 
was  the  day  of  the  commencement  of  the  regular  term  in  that 

(1)  Acta  of  1837, 112 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  193.  (2)  Acts  of  1835,  167  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  184. 
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county  ;  and  the  law  imperatively  required  the  judge  to  attend  and 
open  such  Court  at  such  time,  if  practicable.  On  the  ground  of 
the  direct  interference  with  this  duty,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
special  term  was  unauthorized.  The  term  of  the  Pike  Circuit 
Court  had  expired  by  the  limitation  of  law,  and  the  judge  would 
have  been  justified  in  adjourning  the  Circuit  Court  of  Pike,  before 
the  time  limited  for  its  expiration,  if  it  became  necessary  to  do  so, 
for  the  purpose  of  traveling  to  the  county  seat  of  Calhoun,  in  order 
to  commence  the  term  on  the  day  appointed  by  law. 

Between  the  two  sections  of  the  acts  cited,  there  is  some  differ- 
ence of  power;  but  both  evidently  look  to  reasonable  notice  being 
given  of  the  special  term  authorized,  and  contemplated  the  sum- 
moning of  new  grand  and  petit  jurors  for  the  special  term. 

The  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  1837  is  specific,  and  requires 
twenty  days'  notice  to  be  given,  by  the  clerk,  to  the  Sheriff  of  the 
county,  of  the  appointment  of  the  term;  and  the  sheriff  is  to  put 
up  notices  in  five  of  the  most  public  places  of  the  county,  of  the 
holding  of  such  term.  The  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  1835 
does  not  require  notice,  but  it  evidently  intends  that  a  reasonable 
time  shall  intervene  between  the  day  of  ordering  the  Court  and 
the  day  of  the  commencement  of  its  session.  This  we  think 
should  have  been  observed,  and  is  an  additional  reason  why  the 
error  ought  not  to  be  considered  the  due  exercise  of  the  power 
granted  by  either  of  the  acts  cited.  The  Court  would  intimate 
that  perhaps  the  exercise  of  this  power  of  appointing  special 
terms  should  be  in  conformity  with  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of 
1837.  It  would  seem  more  conducive  to  a  proper  exercise  of  this 
power. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  special  term 
was  a  nugatory  proceeding,  —  necessarily  without  authority,  and 
therefore  absolutely  void. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded 
with  instructions  to  award  a  venire  de  novo. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.     See  Goodsell  et  al.  v.  Boynton  et.  al.,  1  Scam.,  555. 

If  a  circuit  judge  continue  over  his  court,  and  open  and  hold  it  in  one  county,  and  .give 
judgment  in  a  cause,  when  he  should,  by  law,  be  in  another  county,  and  open  and  hold 
the  court  there,  the  judgment  will  be  coram  non  jiidice  and  void,  though  the  statute  pro- 
vides that  he  shall  continue  to  hold,  &c.,  until  he  shall  deem  it  necessary  to  rise,  that  he 
may  go  to  the  next  court.  Gregg  v.  Cooke,  Peck,  82. 

A  judgment  rendered  in  the  superior  court  in  one  county,  on  the  day  when  the  General 
Court  of  Virginia  was  directed  by  law  to  be  held  in  another  county,  was  held  to  be  legally 
rendered,  though  it  was  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  attend  at  the  session  of  the  General  Court ; 
the  distance  between  the  places,  where  the  two  courts  w^ere  held,  being  judicially  known 
to  tlie  court  to  be  distant  from  each  other  only  three  hours'  ride.  Mendum  v.  Common- 
wealth, 6  Kaud.,  704. 
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Sandy  King  and  Aemsteong  Coopek,  plaintiffs  in 
error,  v.  the  President  and  Trustees  of  the  town 
OF  Jacksonville,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  Morgan. 

a  justice  of  the  peace  lias  jurisdiction  of  a,  suit  against  an  individual  for  a  breach  of  an 
ordinance  of  an  incorporated  town  prohibiting  the  sale  of  ardent  spirits  without  a 
license ;  and  such  ordinance  is  not  repugu;uit  to  the  Constitution  of  tlie  United  States, 
or  of  this  State,  and  such  a  suit  is  properly  brought  in  the  name  of  the  president  and 
trustees. 

A  penalty  imposed  by  an  ordinance  of  an  incorporated  town  for  selling  liquor  without 
license  is  not  a  tax  ;  nor  is  it  necessary  that  such  corporation  should  impose  a  line  upon 
the  individual  who  is  guilty  of  a  breach  of  it,  before  suit  can  be  maintained  for  its 
recovery.    The  ordinance  itself  is  suflicient. 

This  was  originally  an  action  commenced  before  a  justice  of 
the  peace  of  Morgan  county,  against  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  for  a 
violation  of  an  ordinance  of  the  town  of  Jacksonville,  prohibiting 
the  sale  of  ardent  spirits,  &c.,  without  license.  The  justice  found 
them  guilty,  and  fined  them  five  dollars.  An  appeal  was  taken 
to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Morgan,  and  at  the  November  term,  1839, 
the  Hon.  William  Thomas  presiding,  the  judgment  of  the  justice 
was  aflirmed  with  costs.  The  cause  was  brought  to  this  Court  by 
writ  of  error. 

M.  McConnell,  J.  A.  McDouGALL,  and  J.  Lamborn,  for  the 
plaintiffs  in  error,  cited  Const,  of  Illinois,  Art.  8,  §  20;  R.  L., 
863 ;  2  Kent's  Com.,  298,  299 ;  8  Binney,  626,  as  to  the  right  of 
the  State  to  levy  an  impost  or  duty  upon  the  seller  of  merchandise. 
U.  S.  Const,  Art.  1,  §  10;  Brown  v.  Maryland,  6  Peters'  Cond.  R, 
55-1 ;  McCullough  v.  Maryland,  4  do.,  466. 

Wm.  Brown,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 
Upon  an  appeal  from  a  justice  of  the  peace,  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Morgan  county  rendered  a  judgment  for  five  dollars  against  the 
defendants  below  for  a  violation  of  an  ordinance  of  the  corpora- 
tion of  Jacksonville,  which  prohibited  the  sale  of  spirits,  wine, 
beer,  &c.,  by  a  less  quantity  than  one  gallon,  under  the  penalty  of 
the  sum  for  which  judgment  was  rendered. 

The  existence  of  the  ordinance,  and  its  violation  by  the  defend- 
ants below,  are  admitted.  But  it  is  contended,  first,  that  the  jus- 
tice had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  case;  secondly,  that  a  special  order 
imposing  a  fine  on  the  defendants  was  necessary  ;  thirdly,  that  if 
the  action  can  be  maintained  at  all,  it  must  be  in  the  name  of  the 
people,  and  not  of  the  president  and  trustees,  &c. ;  fourthly,  that 
the  ordinance  was  not  authorized  by  the  Constitution  or  laws  of 
Vol.  II.  39 
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Illinois ;  and  fifthly,  that  neither  the  legislature  nor  the  corpora- 
tion could  prohilDit  the  sale  of  spirits,  &c.,  in  any  manner 
or  quantity. 

A  reference  to  the  general  incorporation  law(l)  under  which 
the  town  of  Jacksonville  was  incorporated,  and  the  amendments 
thereto,  made  in  1835,(2)  will.be  sufficient  to  settle  the  first  four 
errors  assigned.  By  the  4th  section  of  the  law  authorizing  the 
incorporation  of  towns,   it  is  enacted  that  "  the  President  and 

Trustees  of  the  town   of  ,''  shall  sue  and  be  sued,   &c. 

By  the  5th  section  they  are  authorized  to  make  such  ordinances, 
not  inconsistent  with  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  this  State,  as 
they  shall  deem  necessary  to  prevent  and  remove  nuisances,  to 
restrain  and  prohibit  gambling,  or  other  disorderly  conduct ;  and 
by  the  8th  section  they  may  impose  fines  not  exceeding  five 
dollars  for  a  breach  of  any  of  the  ordinances  so  made, — "  which 
fine  may  be  recovered  before  any  justice  of  the  peace,  by  action 
of  debt  in  the  name  of  the  President  and  Trustees,"  &c.  The  act 
amendatory  of  this  act,  passed  in  1835,  provides  that  the  presi- 
dent and  trustees  of  an  incorporated  town  shall  be  "  vested  with 
power  to  declare  what  shall  be  considered  a  nuisance  within  the 
limits  of  the  corporation."  These  enactments,  taken  in  con- 
nection with  the  admitted  facts  that  the  ordinance  in  question  was 
passed  by  the  competent  authority,  and,  also,  that  it  was  violated 
by  the  defendants  below,  affords  a  complete  answer  to  all  the 
exceptions  taken  to  the  form  and  manner  of  proceedings  in  this 
case.  I  can  perceive  no  constitutional  objection  to  the  exercise  of 
the  powers  vested  in  the  trustees  by  the  legislature.  The  objec- 
tions, that  the  ordinance  creates  a  new  offense,  and  is  therefore 
void,  and  that  the  penalty  for  selling  spirits,  is  a  tax,  and  as  such 
is  illegal,  inasmuch  as  the  assessment  is  not  in  proportion  to  the 
value  of  each  one's  property,  are  imaginary  and  without  founda- 
tion. To  make  by-laws  for  the  better  government  of  the  corpora- 
tion, is  a  power  included  in  the  act  of  incorporation,  and  was  the 
object  contemplated  by  the  legislature  in  authorizing  the  inhabit- 
ants of  a  town  to  become  incorporated,  as  well  as  the  motive  • 
which  influenced  the  inhabitants  to  avail  themselves  of  the  privi- 
leges conferred  by  the  law. (a)  As  to  the  assumption  that  a 
penalty  for  the  commission  of  a  nuisance  is  a  tax  unequal  in  its 
operation,  and  therefore  illegal,  it  is  sufficient  to  observe  that  the 
same  objection  applies  equally  to  acts  of  the  legislature  which 
impose  penalties  for  like  offense. 

This  State,  and,  I  believe,  all  the  others,  have  forbidden,  under 
various  penalties,  the  practice  of  selling  spirits  without  a  license  ; 
yet  I  believe  it  has  never  been   decided,  or  even  contended,  that 

(1)  R.  L.,  362 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  381.  (2)  Gale's  Stat.,  384 ;  Acts  of  1835,  175. 

(a)  Case  v.  Hall,  ai  111.  E.,  636. 
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these  laws  conflict  with  any  constitutional  provision.     The  judg- 
nient  is  affirmed. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


Note.    See  Bowers  v.  Green,  1  Scam.,  42. 


David  B.  Ayres,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  JoHisr  Doe,  ex  dem. 
Murray  McConnel  and  Thomas  Arnett,  defendant 
in  error. 

M'ror  to  Morgan. 

In  ejectment,  where  the  tenant  enters  into  the  consent  rule,  and  is  made  defendant  instead 
of  the  casual  ejector,  it  is  error  to  proceed  to  trial  and  judgment  against  him,  without 
tiling  a  declaration  against  him;  and  his  pleading  to  the  original  declaration  against 
the  casual  ejector  will  not  cure  the  error. 

Under  the  act  of  1819  the  certificate  of  the  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  was  in  the  fol- 
lowing words: 

'  State  of  Illinois,  Morgan  County,  March,  1825. 

"  This  day  personally  appeared  Thomas  Arnett  and  his  wife,  Caycah,  before  me,  James 
Deaton,  one  of  the  acting  justices  of  the  peace  for  said  county,  and  acknowledged  the 
due  execution  of  the  within  to  be  their  free  act  and  deed  for  the  within  purposes  therein 
named.     Given  under  my  hand  and  seal,  day  and  date  above  written. 

"JAMES  DEATON,  J.  P.    [seal.]" 

Held,  that  the  certificate  was  suflScient  to  entitle  the  deed  to  be  recorded,  and  to  be  read 
in  evidence  as  the  deed  of  Arnett ;  but  that  it  would  not  be  sulficient,  if  offered  in  evi- 
dence, to  bar  the  wife's  dower. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  the  possession  of  lot 
eighty-one,  in  the  town  of  Jacksonville. 

At  the  October  term,  1837,  of  the  Morgan  Circuit  Court  a 
declaration  in  ejectment  against  Eichard  Eoe,  the  casual  ejector, 
was  filed  in  said  Court,  with  notice  to  David  B.  Ayres,  the  tenant 
in  possession,  the  present  plaintiff"  in  error.  The  usual  consent  rule 
was  entered  into  by  Ayres,  and  the  plaintiff  filed  an  amended  decla- 
ration against  Eichard  Eoe.  Ayres  pleaded  not  guilty.  Issue  was 
taken  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  cause  tried  before  the  Hon.  Jesse  B. 
Thomas  and  a  jury,  at  the  July  term,  1888.  A  verd,ict  was  ren- 
dered for  the  plaintiff,  upon  which  judgment  was  entered,  and  the 
cause  brought  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error.  The  other  facts  in 
the  case  sufficiently  appear  from  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

Wm.  Thomas,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Murray  McConnel  and  Miron  Leslie,  for  the  defendant 
in  error. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  the  possession  of  a 
lot  of  land  in  the  town  of  Jacksonville.    Several  errors  are  assigned 
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to  the  opinions  and  proceedings  of  the  Court  below,  but  it  will  not 
be  necessary  to  notice  more  than  two  of  them.  The  first  is,  that 
the  Court  proceeded  to  try  and  render  judgment  in  the  cause  with- 
out any  declaration  having  been  filed  against  the  defendant.  The 
law  and  the  rules  of  practice  in  relation  to  the  action  of  ejectment 
are  too  well  settled  to  require  argument  or  authority  to  prove  that 
the  Court  erred  in  trying  the  cause  without  a  declaration  against 
the  defendant. 

The  next  error  assigned  is,  that  the  Court  erred  in  excluding 
from  the  jury,  as  evidence,  the  deed  of  Thomas  Arnett  to  the 
county  commissioners  of  Morgan  county.  The  only  reason  assigned 
by  the  Court  for  excluding  this  deed  from  being  read  in  evidence, 
was  the  insufficiency  of  the  certificate  of  the  acknowledgment 
of  its  execution.  The  validity  of  this  objection  will  depend  upon 
the  certificate  itself,  and  also  the  law  regulating  the  making  and 
certifying  of  deeds  in  force  at  the  time  this  was  made.  First,  then, 
what  did  the  law  of  1819  (which  is  the  law  governing  this  case) 
prescribe  in  relation  to  the  acknowledgment  of  the  execution  of 
deeds.  This  law  authorizes  judges,  county  commissioners,  and 
justices  of  the  peace  to  take  the  acknowledgment  of  deeds,  but  it 
does  not  require  acknowledgment  to  be  taken  and  certified  in  any 
prescribed  form,  except  it  be  the  acknowledgment  of  a  married 
woman,  when  the  object  is  to  transfer  her  right  of  dower.  The 
certificate  of  the  justice,  in  this  case,  would  seem,  therefore,  to  be 
quite  as  full  and  exact  as  was  contemplated  by  the  law.  It  is  in 
these  words: 

"State  of  Illinois,  Morgan  County,  March,  1825. 

"  This  day  personally  appeared  Thomas  Arnett  and  his  wife, 
Caycah,  before  me,  James  Deaton,  one  of  the  acting  justices  of 
the  peace  for  said  county,  and  acknowledged  the  due  execution  of 
the  within  to  be  their  free  act  and  deed  for  the  within  purposes 
therein  named.  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal,  day  and  date 
above  written. 

"JAMES  DEATON,  J.  P.     [seal.]" 

Had  this  deed  been  offered  in  evidence  to  prove  the  transfer  of 
the  wife's  dower,  it  would  have  been  properly  rejected,  because 
the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  is  neither  in  form  nor  substance 
such  as  the  law  prescribes  in  such  a  case.  But  as  the  deed  was 
offered  to  be  read  only  as  the  deed  of  Arnett,  it  should  have  been 
received.  The  certificate  of  the  justice  is  as  full  and  as  formal  as 
the  law  under  which  it  was  made  required. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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Geoege  McHenry,  appellant,  v.  Nicholas  H.  Ridgely, 

apj)ellee. 

Ajypeal  from  Morgan. 

Upon  a  note  endorsed  to  "  N.  H.  Ridsrely,  cashier,"  a  suit  may  be  maintained  by  N.  H. 
Itidgely,  in  his  individual  name  ;  and  a  plea  to  an  action  upon  such  a  note,  that  the  note 
was  endorsed  or  assigned  to  him  as  the  agent  of  the  hank,  and  that  he  never  had  any 
interest  in  the  note,  and  that  the  legal  and  beneficial  interest  therein  was  in  the  bank 
would  constitute  no  defense. 

ScniMr,  That  the  law  is  well  settled,  that  where  a  note  is  payable  to  bearer,  or  Is  endorsed 
in  blank,  a  suit  may  be  maintained  in  the  name  of  any  person  who  is  the  holder  of  the 
note,  without  his  being  required  to  show  an  interest  in  it,  unless  he  possesses  the  note 
under  suspicious  circumstances  ;  and  if  the  question  of  mala  fide  possessio,  which  is 
one  of  fact,  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  is  not  raised  by  the  defendant,  the  Court  will 
not  enquire  into  the  right  of  the  plaintiff,  but  will  consider  possession  of  the  note  as 
evidence  of  property. 

It  is  also  settled,  that  where  the  plaintiff  on  the  record  is  a  mere  trustee  for  another, 
the  defendant  may  avail  himself  of  any  defense,  which  he  might  set  up  against  the 
real  owner  of  the  instrument,  provided  the  action  had  been  brought  in  his  name. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below  at  the  March  term, 
1838,  before  the  Hon.  Jesse  B.  Thomas  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff  for  $400  debt,  and  $16.93  damages.  The  defend- 
ant appealed  to  this  Court. 

M.  Leslie  and  H.  B.  McClure,  for  the  appellant : 

1.  The  Law  Merchant  not  having  been  adopted  in  this  State,* 
the  relation  of  parties  to  negotiable  paper  is  tlie  same  as  in  com- 
mon parol  contracts.  Breese,  16. 

2.  Every  contract  made  with  an  agent  in  relation  to  the  business 
of  the  agency  is  a  contract  with  the  principal,  and  the  agent  is  not 
bound,  and  cannot  maintain  an  action  on  such  contract.  12  Vesey, 
352  ;  4  Greenleaf,  82  ;  2  Espinasse  N.  P.,  567. 

3.  A  mere  agent  or  attorney,  not  having  any  beneficial  interest 
in  a  contract,  cannot  maintain  an  action  upon  it  in  his  own  name. 
10  Johns.,  387. 

4.  A  party  who  receives  a  note  endorsed  over  to  him  as  a  mere 
agent  of  the  payees,  to  collect  the  same  for  them,  cannot  maintain 
a  suit.  10  Johns.,  225. 

5.  In  an  action  by  the  endorsee  of  a  note,  against  the  immediate 
endorser,  a  plea  that,  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the 
plaintiff  transferred  the  note  to  a  third  person,  who  since  then  had 
been  and  continued  to  be  the  true  and  lawful  owner  and  possessor 
of  the  note,  is  a  bar  to  a  recovery.  11  Wend.,  27. 

6.  If  it  appear,  by  proof  or  admission,  that  the  agent  to  whom 
a  negotiable  note  is  endorsed  for  the  benefit  of  his  principal  has  no 
interest  in  the  note,  he  cannot  sue  and  recover  upon  it  in  his  own 
name.  3  Kent's  Com.,  79  ;  5  Mason. 
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William  Thomas,  for  the  appellee. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
This  was  an  action  by  j)^tition  and  summons^  by  Ridgely  against 
McHenry,  upon  the  following  note. 

"$400.  Jacksonville,  Nov.  Mr,  1836. 

"  On  or  before  the  sixteenth  day  of  July  next,  I  promise  to  pay 
E.  W.  Palmer,  or  order,  four  hundred  dollars,  for  value  received. 
Witness  my  hand  and  seal. 

"  GEORGE  McHENRY.  [seal.]" 

On  which  are  the  following  assignments: 

"  For  value  received,  I  assign  the  within  note  to  T  Worthington* 
"i^ec.  12th,  1836."  E.  W.  PALMER." 

"Pay  to  K  H.  Ridgely,  Esq.,  Cashier,  or  order. 

"  T.  WORTHINGTOK" 

The  defendant  pleaded  three  pleas  in  bar,  alleging,  in  substance, 
First,  That  the  note  sued  on  was  assigned  to  the  President,  Direct- 
ors, and  Company  of  the  State  Bank  of  Illinois,  in  the  name  of 
N.  H.  Ridgely,  Esq.,  cashier  of  said  bank,  according  to  the  usages 
of  the  bank,  and  that  the  legal  and  beneficial  interest  was,  by  said 
assignment,  vested  in  the  bank.  Secondly,  That  the  note  is  the 
property  of  the  bank,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  interest  in  it. 
Thirdly,  That  the  note  is  the  property  of  the  bank,  and  was 
'a&signed  to  the  plaintiff,  Ridgely,  as  its  cashier,  according  to  the 
custom  and  usage  of  the  bank;  and  that  Ridgely  is  merely  the 
agent  of  the  bank,  without  any  property  in  the  note  sued  on.  To 
these  pleas  a  demurrer  was  interposed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  sustained 
by  the  Court.     This  decision  is  assigned  for  error. 

It  is  true,  as  a  general  proposition,  that  a  corporation  may  not  only 
sue  in  its  own  name,  but,  when  its  rights  are  asserted,  it  must  sue  in 
its  corporate  name  ;  but  the  authorities  upon  this  point,  and  those 
referred  to  relative  to  the  obligation  of  the  principal,  or  the  one  bene- 
ficially interested  in  the  suit,  are  not  applicable  to  the  present  case. 
The  law  is  well  settled,  that  where  a  note  is  payable  to  bearer,  or 
is  endorsed  in  blank,  a  suit  may  be  maintained  in  the  name  of  any 
person  who  is  the  holder  of  the  note,  without  his  being  required  to 
show  an  interest  in  it,  unless  he  possesses  the  note  under  suspicious 
circumstances;  and  if  the  question  of  mala  fide  possessio,  which  is 
one  of  fact,  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  is  not  raised  by  the  defend- 
ant, the  Court  will  not  enquire  into  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff, 
but  will  consider  possession  of  the  note  as  evidence  of  property.(a) 
That  no  injustice  may  result  from  this  rule,  it  is  also  settled,  that, 
when  the  plaintiff  on  the  record  is  a  mere  trustee  for  another,  the 
defendant  may  avail  himself  of  any  defense  which  he  might  set 

{«.)  Hilboru  v.  Artus,  3  Scam.  E.,  345,  and  note. 
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up  against  the  real  owner  of  the  instrument,  provided  the  action 
had  been  brought  in  his  name.(«) 

The  pleas  of  the  defendant  in  this  case  neither  raise  the  ques- 
tion of  mala  fide  possessio  in  the  plaintiff,  nor  do  they  set  up  any 
defense  to  the  action  against  the  bank.  The  decision  on  the 
demurrer  to  them  was,  therefore,  in  accordance  with  the  general 
rules  adverted  to ;  and  is  also  sustained  by  several  cases  directly 
in  point.  In  one,  "where  a  note  was  assigned  to  W.  N.,  cashier 
of  the  Farmers'  Bank,"  it  was  decided,  that  a  suit  was  properly 
brought  in  the  name  of  W.  N.,  and  not  of  the  bank,  though  it  was 
for  their  benefit,  for  the  assignment  was  made  to  him  individually, 
and  not  to  the  corporation. (2)  So  it  has  been  decided,  "that  the 
mayor  and  commonalty  cannot  sue  on  a  bond  made  to  the  mayor 
himself  in  his  own  proper  name,  though  he  was  also  styled 
mayor."(8) 

The  doctrine  is  also  laid  down  by  Chancellor  Kent,  and  seems 
to  be  fully  settled  by  the  numerous  authorities  to  which  he  refers, 
that  blank  endorsements  may  be  filled  up  at  any  time  by  the 
holder,  even  down  to  the  moment  of  trial,  in  a  suit  brought  by 
him  as  endorsee,  for  the  purpose  of  pointing  out  the  person  to 
whom  the  bill  or  note  is  payable ;  and  also  that  a  note  endorsed 
in  blank  is  like  one  payable  to  bearer,  and  passes  by  delivery,  and 
the  holder  may  constitute  himself  or  any  other  person  assignee 
thereof;  and  the  Court  will  not  enquire  whether  he  sues  for  him- 
self, or  as  trustee  for  some  other  person.(4) 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  below  is  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.    See  Kyle  v.  Thompson  et  al.,  Post;  Campbell  v.  Humphries,  Post. 

(1)  7  Cowen,  177  ;  3  Johns.  Cases,  263;  11  Johns.,  53. 
12)  1  Tuck.  Com.,  155 ;  4  Rand.  Rep.,  359. 

(3)  1  Tuck.  Com  ,  155. 

(4)  4  Kent's  Com.,  89,  and  the  authorities  there  cited. 

[a]  Post,  479 ;  Chadsey  v.  Lewis,  1  Gil.  R.,  158  ;  Bryant  v.  Dana,  3  Gil.  R.,  349  ;  Mer- 
rilv.  Randall,  22  111.  R.,  233;  Laflin  v.  Sherman,  28  'ill.  R.,  394 ;  Burnap  v.  Cook,  32 
111.  R.,  171. 


HiEAM  Olistey,  appellant,  v.  DeWitt  Myers,  a  minor, 
who  sues  by  his  next  friend,  Reuben  Massey,  appel- 
lee. 

Appeal  from    Will. 

In  an  action  by  a  minor  for  work,  labor  and  services,  proof  that  the  services  were  per- 
formed under  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship  is  a  good  bar  to  the  action;  and  a  deposi- 
tion of  witnesses,  proving  the  execution  of  such  indenture  by  the  minor  and  his  father, 
is  admissible  in  evidence. 

The  voluntary  performance  of  services  by  a  minor,  under  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship, 
though  rendered  out  of  the  State,  where,  by  the  indenture,  they  were  to  have  been 
rendered,  would  not  entitle  the  plaintifl'  to  remuneration  therefor. 
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This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below  at  the  September 
term,  1838,  before  the  Hon.  John  Pearson  and  a  jury.  Verdict 
and  judgment  were  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for  $100.  The 
defendant  appealed  to  this  Court. 

J.  M.  Wilson,  J.  C.  Newkirk  and  Justin  Butterfield,  for 
the  appellant. 

J.  Y.  ScAMMON  and  AY.  A.  Boardman,  for  the  appellee. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  :(1) 

This  was  an  action  for  work,  labor  and  services.  The  declara- 
tion is  in  the  usual  form,  with  money  counts. 

The  defendant  pleaded  non-assumi^sit^  and  gave  notice  that  he 
would  prove  at  the  trial  that  the  work,  labor  and  services  mentioned 
in  the  plaintiff's  declaration,  and  alleged  to  have  been  performed 
by  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant,  were  rendered  under  a  certain 
indenture  of  apprenticeship,  a  copy  of  which  is  set  out  in  the  notice. 

On  the  trial,  the  defendant  offered  to  give  in  evidence  the  depo- 
sition of  certain  witnesses,  taken  by  virtue  of  a  Dedimiis  sued  out 
and  duly  executed,  to  prove  the  due  execution  of  the  indenture  by 
Myers,  the  plaintiff,  with  the  assent  of  his  father.  The  testimony 
offered  is  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  and  most  clearly  proves 
the  due  execution  of  the  indenture  by  the  plaintiff  and  his  father. 
"We  are  at  a  loss  from  the  proceedings,  as  they  appear  in  the  rec- 
ord, to  conceive  upon  what  ground  the  Circuit  Court  rejected  the 
depositions.  The  evidence  was  certainly  pertinent  to  the  facts  in 
issue,  and  directly  established  the  defense  set  up.  The  time  of 
service  specified  in  the  indenture  had  not  expired,  even  at  the 
commencement  of  the  suit;  and  as  the  place  of  the  execution  of 
the  indenture  and  performance  of  the  services  to  be  rendered  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  out  of  the  State,  we  do  not  perceive  upon 
what  ground  the  evidence  was  rejected. 

If  the  services  were  to  have  been  performed  in  another  State, 
and  the  plaintiff  had  been  brought  here,  and  an  attempt  had  been 
made  to  compel  him  to  perform  the  service  in  this  State,  and  he 
had  done  so  against  his  free  consent,  that  fact  should  have  been 
shown  in  avoidance  of  the  obligation  of  the  indenture ;  but  until 
that  was  done,  the  exclusion  of  the  proof  of  the  due  execution  of 
the  indenture  was  evidently  erroneous. 

The  voluntary  performance  of  the  services  in  the  indenture  speci- 
fied to  be  performed,  though  rendered  out  of  the  State  where,  by 
the  indenture,  they  were  to  have  been  rendered  by  the  plaintiff, 
would  not  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  remuneration  therefor.(a) 

Let  the  judgment  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded,  with 
instructions  to  the  Circuit  Court  to  award  a  venire  de  novo.  The 
appellant  will  recover  his  costs. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(1)  Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  was  not  present  at  the  argument  of  tliis  cause. 
\a)  Kinney  v.  Cook,  3  Scam.  K.,  232  ;  Jarrot  v.  Jarrot,  1  Gil.  R-,  6. 
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MuRKAY   McCoJSTNEL,   appellant,   v.   William    Tiiojmas, 

appellee. 

Appeal  from  Morgan. 

An  action  may  be  maintained  by  W.,  in  bis  individual  name,  on  a  note  payable  to  "  W., 
school  cominiasioner,  and  agent  for  the  inhabitants  of  the  county,  &c.  ;  and  such  suit 
may  be  brouKbt  by  petition  and  summons  ;  and  no  averment  is  necessary  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  the  rate  of  interest  specified  in  the  note. 

Interest  is  regarded  as  an  incident  to  the  debt ;  and  is  given  in  the  form  of  damages, 
•without  being  specially  claimed  in  the  declaration. 

This  suit  was  commenced  by  the  following  petition  : 

"State  of  Illinois,  Morgan  Circuit,  set.  William  Thomas, 
plaintiff,  states  that  he  holds  a  note  on  the  defendant,  Murray 
McConnel,  in  substance  as  followeth :  'One  year  after  date, 
we,  William  D.  Anderson,  Joseph  Wasson,  and  Murray  McCon- 
nel, jointly  and  severally,  promise  to  pay  William  Thomas,  school 
commissioner  and  agent  for  the  inhabitants  of  the  county  of  Mor- 
gan, for  the  use  of  the  inhabitants  of  township  number  fifteen, 
north,  of  range  number  eleven  west,  the  sum  of  twenty-five  dol- 
lars, and  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  thirty  per  cent  per  annum, 
from  this  date,  until  paid  ;  and  in  case  a  judgment  shall  be  obtained 
against  us,  or  either  of  us,  upon  this  note,  we  promise  to  pay 
interest  on  the  judgment  at  the  rate  aforesaid,  until  such  judgment 
shall  be  fully  paid  and  satisfied.  We  further  promise,  that  in  case 
additional  security  for  the  payment  of  the  aforesaid  sum  of  money 
and  interest,  or  an}^  part  thereof,  shall  be  required,  the  same  shall 
be  given  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  William  Thomas,  or  suc- 
cessor in  office.  Witness  our  hands  and  seals,  this  12th  day  of 
March,  18B2.  his 

'  WILLIAM  X  D.  ANDERSON",    [l.  s.] 

mark. 

'  JOSEPH  WASSON,  [l.  s.] 

'  M.  McCONNEL.  [l.  s.]' 

"Yet  the  same  debt  remains  unpaid,  wherefore  he  prays  judg- 
ment for  his  debt,  and  damages  for  the  detention  of  the  same, 
together  with  his  costs,  &c. 

"Thomas  &  Brown,  for  plaintiff." 

The  defendant  pleaded  two  pleas.  The  first  averred  that  the 
promise  was  made  to  the  plaintiff"  only  as  the  agent  of  the  inhab- 
itants of  the  county  of  Morgan,  and  for  the  use  of  the  inhabitants 
of  the  particular  township,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  in  his  individual 
right,  had  no  interest  whatever  in  the  promises,  or  in  the  money 
when  collected,  and  that  the  consideration  for  the  promises  moved 
from  the  inhabitants,  and  not  from  the  plaintiff.  The  second 
Vol.  n.  40 
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craved  oyer  of  the  note,  and  alleged  that  the  note  and  the  promises 
were  made  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  township,  by  the  name,  style, 
and  description  of  William  Thomas,  school  commissioner  and 
agent,  &c.,  and  not  to  this  plaintiff  in  his  private  right ;  and  that 
the  legal  interest  in  said  note,  and  the  money  when  collected, 
at  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  were  in  the  inhabitants  of  said 
township  ;  and  that  the  said  plaintift'  had  not  any  interest,  either 
legally  or  equitably,  in  said  note  or  money,  or  any  part  thereof. 

M.  McConnel,  for  the  appellant,  cited  Piggot  v.  Thompson,  3 
Bos.  &  Pul.,  147 ;  3  Kent's  Com.,  97  ;  10  Johns.,  224 ;  5  Mass., 
491 ;  Gilmorey.  Pope,  10  Johns.,  387  ;  Gunn  v.  Cantine,  13  Johns., 
38;  i  Chipman,  295;  Arlington  v.  Hines, /6io?.,  431;  1  Chit. 
Plead.,  3,  4.  There  is  no  difference  between  public  and  private 
agents,  as  to  their  right  to  sue.  Pathbone  v.  Budlong,  15  Johns., 
1 ;  1  Chit.  Plead.,  98 ;  Pool  v.  Cohen,  6  Monroe,  336  ;  Kincade  v. 
Higgins,  1  Bibb,  352. 

W.  Thomas,  for  the  appellee. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  is  a  proceeding  by  jietition  and  summons^  instituted  by 
William  Thomas,  the  plaintiff  below,  against  Murray  McConnel, 
upon  a  note  made  by  McConnel  to  William  Thomas,  school  com- 
missioner and  agent  for  the  inhabitants  of  Morgan  county,  for  the 
use  of  the  inhabitants  of  said  county. 

The  note  bears  interest  at  the  rate  of  thirty  per  cent  per  annum, 
and  judgment  was  rendered  by  the  Court  below  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  for  the  principal  and  interest  of  the  note,  agreeably  to  its 
terms.  From  this  decispn  the  defendant  below  has  appealed ; 
and  from  the  proceedings  had  in  the  case,  two  questions  arise  for 
the  decision  of  this  Court :  first,  whether  the  action  was  properly 
brought  in  the  name  of  Thomas,  the  payee  of  the  note,  as  was 
held  by  the  Court  below  ;  and  secondly,  whether  judgment  for 
the  interest  due  was  correctly  rendered. 

The  first  point  in  this  case  must  be  regarded  as  settled  in  this 
Court,  by  the  case  of  McHenry  v.  Pidgely,(l)  decided  at  the 
present  term.  That  case  is  not  distinguishable  in  principle  from 
this.  The  action  there  was  brought  in  the  individual  name  and 
character  of  Nicholas  H.  Ridgely,  upon  a  note  assigned  to  Nicholas 
H.  Ridgely,  cashier,  or  order,  and  the  same  defense  was  set  up 
in  that  case  that  is  in  the  present  one,  that  is,  that  the  plaintiff 
had  no  property  or  interest  in  the  note,  that  he  was  a  mere  agent, 
&c.,  &c.  But  the  Court  decided  the  action  to  be  properly  brought 
in  the  name  of  the  assignee  ;  and  this  decision  is  fully  sustained 
by  the  authorities  referred  to.  Kent  lays  down  the  law  as 
fully  settled,  that  "  If  a  bill  be  made  payable  to  A.  for  the  use  of 

(1)  Ante,  309. 
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B.,  the  legal  interest  is  in  A.,  and  he  must  endorse  it;"(l)  and 
for  the  same  reason  A.  m.ust,  in  such  case,  bring  the  action.  It 
has  also  been  decided  that  the  Mayor  and  commonalty  cannot  sue 
on  a  bond  made  to  the  Mayor  himself,  though  he  was  also  styled 
"  Mayor."(2)  (a) 

If  the  payee  of  this  note  cannot  sue  because  of  the  want  of 
interest  in  it,  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  any  one  can,  for  the 
same  objection  applies  to  the  county  ;  and  the  inhabitants  of  the 
township,  not  being  a  corporation,  cannot  sue  in  that  character ; 
and  no  one  of  them  can  enforce  the  common  rights  of  all. 

Upon  the  second  point,  it  is  insisted  by  the  defendant,  that,  inas- 
much as  the  interest  is  reserved  by  a  special  agreement,  it  should 
linve  been  specially  declared  for.  In  answer  to  this,  it  is  sufficient 
to  observe  that  the  statute  gives  the  form  of  the  petition,  and 
that  of  the  plaintiff  is  in  strict  conformity  with  it.  Interest,  how- 
ever, is  regarded  as  an  incident  to  the  debt,  and  is  given  in  the 
form  of  damages,  without  being  claimed  by  a  distinct  or  special 
declaration  or  count.  I  can  perceive  no  reason  why  more  techni- 
cality in  pleading  should  be  observed  to  recover  a  rate  of  interest 
specified  by  the  parties,  than  is  required  when  it  is  fixed  by 
the  law. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note-     See  McHenry  v.  Ridgely,  Ante,  309  ;  Campbell  v.  Humpliries,  Post. 

(1)  3  Kent's  Com.,  89. 

(2)  1  Tuck.  Com.,  155;  2  Taunt.,  374,  337;  Doug.,  633,  634;  3  Johns.  Ch.,  264;  11 
Johns.,  52. 

(a)  Baker  v.  Ormsby,  4  Scam.  R..  326 ;  Hoare  v.  Harris,  11  111.  E.,  24 ;  Newhall  v. 
Turney,  14  111.  E.,  339,  and  note. 


JoHisr  Doe,  ex  dem  James  Semple,  appellant,  v.  Stephen" 
W.  Miles,  appellee. 

Appeal  froin  Monroe. 

A  deed  is  valid,  as  between  the  parties  to  it,  without  being  acknowledged  and  recorded  ; 

and  in  an  action  between  them  a  court  has  no  right  to  assume  that  there  is  a  subsequent 

purchaser  or  mortgagee,  so  as  to  render  it  fraudulent  and  void  under  the  statute. ((?) 
A  deed,  acknowledged  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  is  entitled  to  be  recorded  only  in  the 

county  where  the  justice  resides,  and  the  land  lies,  unless  the  certificate  of  the  clerk 

of  the  county  is  appended  to  it. 

This  cause  was  tried  in  the  Court  below  at  the  September 
term,  1835,  before  the  Hon.  Sidney  Breese. 

A.  CowLES  and  J.  M.  Krum,  for  the  appellant,  cited  1  Dallas 

(a;  Post,  374. 
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64;  4  Cruise,  27,  28,  30;  2  D.ay,   280;  1  Chipraan,   99;  1  Am. 
Dig,  142,  §  4,  148,  §§  1,  2  ;  2  Am.  Dig.  212,  §  4. 

J.  B.  Thomas  and  J.  Eeyxolds,  for  the  appellee. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  :(1) 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  commenced  in  the  Monroe 
Circuit  Court,  by  Doe,  on  the  demise  of  Semple,  against  Miles, 
to  recover  the  possession  of  the  south  fractional  half  of  section 
twenty-three,  in  township  two  south,  range  eleven  west  of  the 
third  principal  meridian.  On  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the  plaintiff 
offered  to  prove  the  execution  of  a  deed  made  on  the  9th  day  of 
July,  1821,  by  Eb'as  Bancroft  to  William  Rector,  for  the  premises 
in  question,  and  then  to  read  it  to  the  jury,  which  was  objected 
to  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  and  the  objection  sustained  by  the 
Court. 

Tlie  plaintiff  also  offered  to  prove  by  witnesses  that  Thomas 
Osborn  was  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  St.  Clair  county  in  1826, 
at  which  time  he  took  the  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  from  Wm 
Rector  to  Nelson  Pepper,  for  the  premises  in  question,  and  then  to 
read  said  deed  in  evidence  to  the  jury ;  which  evidence  thus 
offered  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant,  and  the  objection  sus- 
tained, and  therefore  the  plaintiff  submitted  to  a  nonsuit.  The 
assignment  of  errors  questions  the  correctness  of  the  decisions  of 
the  Court  below  in  rejecting  the  evidence  offered  to  prove  the 
execution  of  the  two  deeds.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  bill  of 
exceptions  on  what  grounds  the  Court  below  rejected  the  plaintifi's 
evidence.  In  relation  to  the  deed  from  Bancroft  to  Rector,  it 
seems,  from  the  written  brief,  that  the  evidence  was  rejected 
because  the  deed  was  not  acknowledged  and  recorded  as  is 
required  by  the  8th  section  of  the  act  establishing  the  recorder's 
office,  and  for  other  purposes,  passed  19th  February,  1819. 

This  section  provides,  after  directing  in  what  manner  deeds 
relating  to  real  estate  shall  be  acknowledged,  that  all  such  deeds 
shall  be  recorded  in  the  recorder's  office  of  the  county  where  the 
lands  shall  lie,  within  twelve  months  after  the  execution  of  such 
deeds;  "and  every  such  deed  or  conveyance  that  shall  at  any 
time  after  the  publication  hereof  be  made  and  executed,  and  shall 
not  be  proved  and  recorded  as  aforesaid,"  shall  be  adjudged  fraudu- 
lent and  void  against  any  subsequent  purchaser  or  mortgagee,  for 
valuable  consideration,  unless  such  deed  or  conveyance  be  recorded 
as  aforesaid,  before  the  proving  and  recording  of  the  deed  of  con- 
veyance under  which  such  subsequent  purchaser  or  mortgagee 
shall  claim." 

If  the  evidence  was  rejected  for  the  reason  supposed,  the  Court 
erred.     The  deed  was  valid,  as  between  the  parties  to  it,  without 

(1)  Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  was  not  present  at  the  argument  of  this  cause. 
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being  acknowledged  and  recorded,  and  the  Court  bad  no  right  to 
assume  that  there  was  a  subsequent  purchaser  or  mortgagee,  so  as 
to  render  it  fraudulent  and  void  under  the  statute.  We  are,  con- 
sequently, of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  of  the  execution  of 
the  deed  ought  to  have  been  received  by  the  Court;  and,  if  sub- 
sequent testimony  rendered  the  deed  void,  it  should  then  have 
been  rejected,  or  the  jury  instructed  to  disregard  it.(a) 

The  evidence  offered  to  prove  that  Osborn  was  a  justice  of  the 
peace  of  St.  Clair  county,  was  correctly  overruled.  The  8th 
section  of  the  act  before  referred  to  authorizes  deeds  to  be 
acknowledged  or  proved  before  some  justice  of  the  peace  of  the 
county  where  the  deed  was  executed.  But,  by  the  12th  section 
of  said  act,  it  is  declared  lawful  for  any  justice  of  the  peace,  of 
any  county  of  this  State,  to  take  the  acknowledgment  or  proof 
of  deeds  of  any  lands  being  in  any  other  county  of  tliis  State, 
which  acknowledgment  or  proof  so  taken  and  made,  the  same 
being  duly  certified  by  the  clerk,  under  the  seal  of  the  county, 
shall  be  valid  and  effectual,  and  have  the  same  force  and  effect  as 
if  the  same  were  taken  before  any  justice  of  the  peace  of  the 
county  in  which  the  said  lands  are  situate.  We  are  of  opinion 
that  the  fair  construction  of  these  two  sections,  taken  together, 
only  authorizes  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  county  where  the 
land  lies  to  take  the  acknowledgment,  unless  the  certificate  of  the 
clerk  of  the  county  is  appended  to  the  deed. 

It  appears,  by  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that  the  deed  of  Eector 
to  Bancroft  was  accompanied  by  a  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  St.  Clair  county,  that  Osborne  was  a  justice  of 
the  peace  of  St  Clair  county. 

It  is,  however,  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the  certificate  of 
the  Circuit  Court  was  sufficient  under  the  statute,  as  it  was  not 
offered  as  evidence ;  and  the  Court  below  did  not  decide  on  its 
competency.  The  judgment  is  reversed  for  rejecting  the  evi- 
dence offered  in  relation  to  the  deed  from  Bancroft  to  Eector, 
with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded,  with  directions  to  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Monroe  county  to  award  a  venire  de  novo. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.    See  Doe  ex  dem.  McCoMael  v.  Reed,  and  note,  Post,  374. 
(a)  Ross  V.  Hole,  27  111.  R.,  104. 


Ephraim    Morrison-    and    Ezekiel    Morrison-,    a23pel- 
lants,  V.  Selaii  Rogers,  appellee. 

A2)pecd  from  Cook. 

The  law  is  well  settled,  that,  where  property  has  been  taken  tortiously,  and  without  the 
assent  or  knowledge  of  the  plaiutiif,  and  the  same  has  not  been  converted  into  money 
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or  money's  worth,  and  has  been  no  subsequent  promise  bv  the  defendant  to  pay  for 
the  same,  the  plaintiff  cannot  waive  the  tort  and  i-ecover  tue  value  of  the  property  in 
an  action  for  money  had  and  received. 

This  cause  was  tried  in  the  Court  below  at  tlie  April  term, 
1840,  before  the  Hon.  John  Pearson.  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendants  appealed  to  this  Court. 

Giles  Spring  and  Grant  Goodrich,  for  the  appellants. 

B.  S.  Morris,  for  the  appellee. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 
This  was  originally  a  suit  brought  before  Socrates  Rand,  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  of  Cook  county,  for  "forty  dollars'  worth  of 
property,"  being  timber  and  rails  wrongfully  taken  by  the  defend- 
ants, judgment  was  rendered  by  default  by  the  said  justice  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendants  for  twenty-eight  dol- 
lars and  fifty  cents.  From  the  judgment  of  the  justice  of  the 
peace,  the  said  defendants  appealed  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Cook 
county.  In  that  Court  verdict  and  judgment  were  rendered 
against  the  defendants  for  the  sum  of  one  dollar.  The  defendants 
appealed  to  this  Court,  The  causes  assigned  for  error  are,  that 
the  Circuit  Court  refused  to  instruct  the  jury  on  the  following 
points,  as  asked  for  by  the  defendants'  counsel :  First,  "  That  if 
they  shall  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  timber  and  rails 
were  taken  tortiously,  and  without  the  assent  and  knowledge  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  same  had  not  been  converted  into  money,  or 
money's  worth,  and  there  was  no  subsequent  promise  by  the 
defendants  to  pay  for  the  same,  then  the  law  is  for  the  defend- 
ants. Secondly,  That  if  they  shall  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that 
the  timber  and  rails  were  taken  without  the  assent  or  knowl- 
edge of  the  plaintiff  wrongfully,  and  the  same  have  not  been  con- 
verted into  money  by  defendants ;  and  they  have  not  promised 
the  plaintiff  to  pay  for  them,  then  the  law  is  for  the  defend- 
ants. Thirdly,  That  unless  the  jury  shall  believe,  from  the  evi- 
dence, that  the  defendants  were  in  partnership  at  the  time  the 
property  was  taken,  and  jointly  interested  in  the  taking  of  the 
property,  the  law  is  for  the  defendants.  Fourthly,  If  the  jury 
shall  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  property  taken  was  taken 
for  the  benefit  of  one  defendant;  and  that  only  one  had  any  inter- 
est in  the  property,  then  the  law  is  for  the  defendants.  Fifthly, 
That  if  the  jury  shall  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  Ephraim 
Morrison  was  the  hired  servant  of  Ezel^iel  Morrison,  and  had  no 
personal  interest  in  the  property  taken,  the  law  is  for  the  defend- 
ants." 

The  Court  refused  to  give  the  instructions,  as  asked  for,  by  the 
counsel  for  the  defendants,  except  the  fourth,  which  the  Court 
gave.      The  Court  instructed  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff'  naight 
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waive  the  tort,  and  recover  in  this  form  of  action.  The  law  is 
well  settled,  that  one  whose  goods  have  been  taken  from  him  or 
detained  unlawfully,  whereby  he  has  a  right  to  an  action  of  tres- 
pass or  trover,  may,  if  the  wrong-doer  sell  the  goods  and  receive 
the  money,  waive  the  tort,  affirm  the  sale,  and  have  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received.(a) 

Til  is  has  not  been  done  in  this  case.  No  sale  has  been  made  of 
the  timber  or  rails,  nor  has  any  money  been  received.  Where 
property  is  taken  wrongfully,  unless  it  is  converted  into  money  or 
money's  worth,  or  there  has  been  a  subsequent  promise  to  pay  for. 
the  same,  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  will  not  lie  to 
recover  its  value.  The  party  injured  must  resort  to  his  action  of 
trespass  or  trover. 

The  Circuit  Court  erred  in  refusing  the  instructions  asked  for ; 
and  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Cook  county  is  reversed 
with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded  to  be  tried  over  again. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.  See  Jones  v.  Hoar,  5  Pick.,  285,  and  the  learned  opinion  of  Judge  Strong  of  the 
Massachusetts  Commou  Pleas,  which  reviews  the  authorities  upon  the  point  decided  in 
the  foregoing  case. 

(a)  Stahlw.  Ansley,  'i  Gil.  E.,  32;  Dickerman  v.  Whitney,  4  Gil.  R.,  409;  Taylor?;. 
Taylor,  20  111.  R.,  653 ;  Statt  v.  Evans,  35  111.  R.,  455. 


William  Teal,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  John  B.  F.  Russell, 
Francis  Peyton  and  Josiah  E.  McClure,  defendants 
in  error. 

Error  to   Cook. 

Where  an  action  is  brought  against  several,  and  a  plea  is  filed  as  to  one,  and  the  default 
of  the  others  is  entered,  it  is  erroneous  to  take  iinal  judgment  against  them,  until  the 
plea  is  disposed  of.  If  issue  is  joined  on  the  plea,  the  proper  course  is  to  call  a  jury,  as 
well  as  to  try  the  issue  joined,  as  to  assess  the  damages  as  to  those  who  suffered"  the 
default. 

A  plaintiff  may  have  his  own  judgment  reversed. 

Where  the  defendants  in  an  action  stipulate  to  let  judgment  go  by  default,  if  eitlier  of 
them  files  a  plea,  it  is  a  violation  of  the  stipulation,  and  consequently  a  nullity,  and 
should  be  set  aside. 

Judgment  was  rendered  in  this  case  against  McClure  and  Eus- 
sell,  at  the  August  term,  1840,  the  Hon.  Jesse  B.  Thomas  pre- 
siding. The  proceedings  at  the  March  term  were  had  before  the 
Hon.  John  Pearson. 

J.  Butterfieli)  and  E.  Gr.  Eyan,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

F.  Peyton  and  Giles  Spring,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 
This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  Teal  against  Eus- 
sell,  Peyton  and  McClure,  on  a  promissory  note.     Previous  to 
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filing  the  declaration  in  this  cause  the  defendants  signed  a  Vritten 
agreement,  as  follows,  to  wit: 

"  August  term,  1837. 

"  We  do  hereby  agree  to  appear  in  this  suit  at  the  next  term 
of  this  Court,  without  the  issuing  of  service  of  process  herein,  and 
pray  the  Court  to  enter  our  appearance  accordingly  ;  and  we  do 
agree  that  the  plaintiff's  attorney  may  docket  this  cause  on  the 
calender  of  causes  for  that  term,  and  file  a  declaration  on  the 
.promissory  not^  made  by  us  for  $562.50  and  interest,  and  enter 
up  judgment  thereon  during  said  term,  as  fully  and  efi'ectually  as 
if  such  process  had  been  served,  and  such  declaration  and  a  copy 
of  said  note  had  been  duly  filed  ten  days  before  the  sitting  of  said 
Court  of  said  term,  dated  28th  July,  1837. 

"FE.  PEYTON, 
"J.  E.  McCLURE, 
"J.  B.  F.  EUSSELL. 
"  In  presence  of — 

E.  a  Eyan." 

An  affidavit  was  appended  to  this  agreement,  made  by  E.  G, 
Eyan,  proving  its  execution  by  all  the  defendants. 

At  the  August  term,  1837,  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Cook  county, 
all  the  defendants,  by  their  attorneys,  appeared  and  gave  the  like 
consent  as  is  contained  in  said  agreement,  whereupon  the  Court 
ordered  the  cause  to  be  docketed,  and  that  the  plaintiff  have  leave 
to  file  his  declaration,  which  was  accordingly  done.  Subsequently 
to  the  filing  the  declaration,  and  at  the  same  term,  to  wit,  on  the 
fourth  day  of  September,  1837,  Peyton,  one  of  the  defendants,  filed 
a  plea  of  no7i-assumpsit. 

On  the  fifth  of  September,  at  the  same  term,  the  default  of 
McCLure  and  Eussell  was  entered,  and  thereupon  the  Court 
ordered  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  McClure  and 
Eassell. 

On  the  last  day  of  the  term  a  general  order  was  entered  that  all 
causes  not  otherwise  specially  disposed  of  stand  continued  to  the 
next  term. 

At  the  March  term,  1838,  McClure,  one  of  the  defendants,  and 
Teal,  the  plaintiff,  on  several  affidavits,  moved  the  Court  to  set 
aside  the  proceedings  in  the  cause  after  the  entry  of  the  default  of 
McClure  and  Eussell,  and  give  judgment  against  all  the  defendants, 
.pursuant  to  the  agreement  signed  by  the  defendants;  which  motions 
of  McClure  and  Teal  were  respectively  overruled,  and  the  Court 
thereupon  ordered  the  cause  to  be  stricken  from  the  docket,  and 
that  Peyton  recover  his  costs  against  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  Teal  asks  this  Court  to  reverse,  as  well,  the  judg- 
ment rendered  in  his  favor  against  McClure  and  Eussell,  in  conse- 
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quence  of  the  default,  as  the  judgment  rendered  against  him  in 
fiivor  of  the  defendant  Peyton. 

It  was  clearly  erroneous  in  the  Circuit  Court  to  render  a  judg- 
ment against  McClure  and  Russell,  during  the  pendency  of  the 
plea  filed  by  Peyton.  If  issue  had  been  joined  on  that  plea,  the 
proper  course  would  have  been  to  have  sworn  a  jury,  as  well  to 
try  the  issue  joined,  as  to  assess  the  damages,  as  to  those  who  had 
suffered  the  default.  Until  the  plea  filed  by  Peyton  was  disposed 
of.  no  judgment  could  regularly  be  entered  against  the  other  defend- 
ants(a) ;  and  although  the  judgment  against  McClure  and  Russell 
was  in  favor  of  Teal,  yet  the  law  is  well  settled,  that  a  plaintiff 
may  have  his  own  judgment  reversed.(l)  {b) 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of  Capron 
V.  Yan  Nooden,  reversed  a  judgment,  at  the  instance  of  the 
plaintiff,  where  the  error  consisted  of  the  omissions  and  irregulari- 
ties of  the  plaintiff  and  his  pleadings.  We  are  consequently  of 
opinion,  that  the  Circuit  Court  should  have  set  aside  the  judgment 
entered  by  default  against  McClure  and  Russell.  Had  the  Court 
corrected  the  irregularity,  the  case  would  then  have  stood  on  the 
docket  for  judgment  against  all  the  defendants,  according  to  the 
stipulation  of  the  parties,  or  for  trial  on  the  plea  of  Peyton. 
According  to  the  decision  of  this  Court,  in  the  case  of  Foster  v.  Fil- 
ley,  decided  June  term,  1830,(2)  the  parties  were  bound  by  the 
stipulation,  and  consequently,  without  leave  having  been  obtained 
from  the  Court,  or  cause  shown,  the  plea  filed  by  Peyton  was  a 
nullity,  and  ought  to  have  been  set  aside  as  a  violation  of  the 
written  agreement  to  confess  judgment.  The  judgments  below 
are  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court,  with 
instructions  to  render  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
written  confession,  but  no  costs  are  allowed  to  either  party. 

Judgment  reversed. 

la)  Russell  V.  Hogaii,  1  Scam.  R..  552  and  note.     Ih)  Davidson  v.  Bond,  12  111.  R.,  85. 
(1)  Tidd's  Pract.,  1188.  (2)  1  Scam.,  256. 


KoBERT  Smith,  appellant,  v.  Joel  Finch,  appellee. 
Appeal  from  the  Municipal  Court  of  the   City  of  Alton. 

Where,  at  the  time  of  the  endorsement  or  assignment  of  a  promissory  note,  there  is  a 
parol  guarantee  of  its  payment,  it  is  competent  for  the  party  to  whom  the  guarantee  is 
made  to  write  the  guarantee  on  the  back  of  the  note,  or  to  fill  up  the  endorsement 
with  the  guarantee. 

A  parol  promise,  coUateral  to  a  written  agreement,  is  binding. 

Where,  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  a  suit,  S.,  being  indebted  to  F.,  procured  A.  to  assign 
W.'s  note  to  P.,  and  to  guarantee  the  same  :  Held,  that  there  was  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion for  the  guarantee. 

Where  the  promise  to  pay  for  the  debt  of  another  arises  out  of  some  new  and  original 
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consideration  of  benefit  or  harm,  between  the  newly  contracting  parties,  the  considera- 
tion is  sufficient. 

The  statute,  in  relation  to  the  liability  of  the  assignment  of  a  promissory  note,  is  not  appli- 
cable to  a  case  where  a  guarantee  accompanies  the  assignment. 

An  allegation,  in  a  declaration  upon  a  guarantee  of  a  promissory  note,  that  the  defendant 
guarantied  the  payment  of  the  note,  and  that,  if  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  the 
amount  of  the  maker,  by  judgment  and  execution,  that  the  guarantor  would  pay  the  same, 
is  supported  by  evidence,  that  the  defendant  guarantied  the  paj'ment,  in  case  the 
money  could  not  be  collected  of  the  maker ;  and  that  suit  was  instituted  and  judgment 
recovered  against  the  maker,  as  soon  as  a  judgment  at  law  could  be  obtained  ;  and  that 
execution  was  issued  and  put  into  the  officer's  hands  for  collection,  within  sixteen  days 
from  the  rendition  of  judgment;  and  that  the  said  execution  was  returned,  nulla  bona; 
although  suit  might  have  been  commenced  in  another  court  sooner,  but  in  which  judg- 
ment could  not,  probably,  have  been  obtained  so  soon. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  originally  brought  in  the  Muni- 
cipal Court  of  the  city  of  Alton,  by  the  appellee  against  the  appel- 
lant. The  declaration  contains  three  counts.  The  defendant 
below  demurred  to  the  first  and  second,  and  the  demurrer  was 
sustained.  Issue  was  joined  on  the  third,  which  avers,  that 
Smith,  the  appellant,  being  the  holder  and  payee  of  the  following 
proraissor}''  note,  to  wit, 

"280  Dollars.  Alton,  March  lUh,  1837. 

"Nine  months  after  date  I  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of 
Eobert  Smith  two  hundred  and  eighty  dollars,  for  value  received, 
negotiable  and  payable  at  the  branch  of  the  State  Bank  of  Illinois, 
in  Alton.  JULIUS  A.  WILLARD." 

did  assign  and  transfer  the  same  to  Finch,  the  appellee,  and  for  the 
consideration  of  two  hundred  and  eighty  dollars,  did  guaranty 
the  payment  of  said  note,  and  the  money  therein  specified,  by  the 
maker  thereof,  and  that  if  the  said  Finch  could  not  recover  the 
said  money  of  the  said  maker,  by  judgment  and  execution,  that 
then  said  Smith  would  pay  the  same ;  that  said  Finch  com- 
menced a  suit  on  said  note  against  said  Willard,  the  maker  thereof, 
in  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Alton ;  that  on  the  5th 
day  of  April,  1838,  he  recovered  a  judgment  thereon,  against  the 
said  Willard,  in  said  Court,  for  $285.12,  and  costs;  that  on  the 
20th  day  of  April,  1838,  an  execution  issued  on  said  judgment, 
directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Madison  county,  which  was  delivered  to 
said  sheriff  on  the  21st  day  of  April,  1838,  and  that  on  the  30th 
day  of  August,  1838,  said  execution  was  returned  to  said  Court, 
with  a  return  thereon,  that  said  sheriff  could  find  no  property  of 
the  said  Julius  A.  Willard,  in  his  bailiwick,  to  enable  said  sheriff 
to  make  said  execution  or  any  part  thereof,  by  means  whereof, 
&c.,  the  said  Smith  became  liable,  &c. 

The  cause  was  tried  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  October  term, 
1838,  before  the  Hon.  William  Martin,  without  the  intervention 
of  a  jury.  Judgment  was  rendered  for  the  appellee  for  $294  and 
costs,  from  which  Smith  appealed  to  this  Court. 
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It  appears  from  the  bills  of  exceptions  taken  that  the  plaintiff, 
after  giving  in  evidence  the  record  of  a  suit  brought  to  the  April 
term  of  said  Court,  1838,  against  Julius  A.  Willard,  the  maker  of 
said  note  and  judgment  obtained,  with  the  return  of  the  sheriff, 
which  return  is  as  follows :  "  No  property  found  to  enable  me  to 
make  the  within  execution  or  any  part  thereof.  August  30,  1838, 
N.  Buckmaster,  late  Sh'ff.  M.  C.  By  Rob't  Ferguson,  late  Sh'ff's 
Dep'y." ;  next  offered  in  evidence  the  following  note:  "280  Dol- 
lars. Alton,  March  14th,  1837.  Nine  months  after  date,  I  prom- 
ise to  pay,  to  the  order  of  Robert  Smith,  two  hundred  and  eighty 
dollars,  for  value  received,  negotiable  and  payable  at  the  Branch  of 
the  State  Bank  of  Illinois,  ia  Alton.  Julius  A.  Willard." 
endorsed,  "  pay  to  Joel  Finch  or  order,  Robert  Smith  ;"  and  in  con- 
nection therewith  the  following  parol  evidence,  to  wit,  Francis  B. 
Murdock,  being  sworn,  says  that  the  plaintiff,  having  a  demand  by 
note,  as  this  deponent  believes,  against  one  D.  A.  Spaulding, 
Spaulding,  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  a  suit,  offered  to  give  plaint- 
iff'a  note  on  Smith,  the  defendant.  Finch,  Spaulding,  and  defend- 
ant met  at  my  office,  and  Smith,  to  avoid  a  suit  upon  the  note  due 
Spaulding,  offered  to  transfer  to  the  plaintiff  certain  notes  due 
to  Smith,  among  others,  the  one  now  in  suit.  Some  of  the  notes 
proposed  to  be  transferred  were  against  persons,  unknown  to  me 
and  to  Finch,  but  they  were  taken  by  Finch  without  any  interme- 
diate endorsement  by  Spaulding,  as  a  matter  of  accommodation  to 
Smith,  and  upon  his  guarantee  of  payment,  in  case  the  money 
could  not  be  collected  of  the  respective  makers.  In  the  whole 
transaction  I  felt  that  it  was  a  matter  of  accommodation  to  the 
defendant,  and  supposed  that  Finch  was  to  be  charged  only  with 
the  amount  collected,  deducting  the  expenses  of  collecting.  When 
the  note  here  sued  on  was  offered  by  the  defendant,  this  deponent 
spoke  of  knowing  the  maker,  Willard,  to  be  in  very  doubtful  cir- 
cumstances. Smith  said  it  was  secured  by  mortgage,  which  depo- 
nent has  since  understood  is  not  the  case.  Deponent  cannot 
say  when  it  was  the  transaction  took  place,  but  believes  it  was 
some  time  last  winter; -does  not  recollect  whether  a  receipt  was 
given  to  Smith  for  the  notes  or  not;  the  notes  of  Smith,  with  his 
guarantee  of  payment,  were  not  received  as  payment  pro  tanto, 
either  on  Finch's  note  against  Spaulding,  or  Spaulding's  note 
against  Smith,  but  the  sums  when  collected  were  to  be  applied  on 
the  same.  Deponent  further  says,  that  he  requested  Willard  to 
confess  judgment  of  the  February  term,  1838,  of  the  Madison 
Circuit  Court,  and  drew  up  for  his  signature  a  confession  of  judg- 
ment, which  Willard  refused  to  sign  ;  and  knowing  that  if  he 
brought  suit  in  said  Circuit  Court,  that  Willard  could  delay  judg- 
ment by  a  plea,  on  account  of  the  multiplicity  of  business  pending 
in  said  Court,  by  reason  of  which,  the  case,  if  suit  was  brought 
there,  would  not  probably  be  reached,  he  thought  it  was  pro- 
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moting  the  iuterest  of  both  Smith  and  Finch,  by  bringing  suit  in 
the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Alton,  at  the  April  term,  1838, 
because  j  udgment  against  Willard  could  sooner  be  obtained  therein." 
To  the  admission  of  which  said  note,  and  the  testimony  of 
said  witness,  which  went  to  establish  a  guarantee  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  the  defendant  objected,  which  objection  the  Court  over- 
ruled ;  to  which  decision  the  defendant  excepted.  The  plaintiff 
having  rested  his  case  on  the  evidence  aforesaid,  the  defendant,  in 
order  to  maintain  the  issue  on  his  part,  produced  the  deposition  of 
Julius  A.  Willard,  which  states,  that  he  is  the  maker  of  the  note 
on  which  this  suit  is  brought ;  that  he  was  the  maker  of  the  note 
on  which  this  suit  is  brought ;  that  he  was  the  maker  of  three 
of  the  notes,  mentioned  in  a  mortgage  made  on  the  14th  day  of 
June,  1836,  by  said  Willard  and  one  Hezekiah  Hurlbutt,  of  Phila- 
delphia, in  Pennsylvania,  and  given  to  said  Robert  Smith  to 
secure  the  payment  of  six  promissory  notes,  three  of  them  made 
by  said  Willard,  and  payable  to  said  Smith  or  order,  the  first  due 
in  six  months  after  date,  the  second  in  twelve  months  after  date, 
the  third  in  eighteen  months  after  date  ;  and  three  of  the  said  notes 
made  by  said  Hurlbutt,  and  payable  to  said  Smith,  the  first  in  six 
months  after  date,  the  second  in  twelve  months  after  date,  the  third 
in  eighteen  months  after  date,  each  of  said  six  notes  being  for  two 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  and  bearing  interest  at  the  rate  of  eight 
per  cent  per  annum,  making,  in  the  whole,  the  sum  of  fifteen  hun- 
dred dollars.  The  mortgage  was  recorded  in  the  recorder's 
office  in  Madison  county,  Illinois,  on  the  13th  day  of  August, 
1836,  and  the  following"  is  also  on  record :  "  May  2Tth,  1837. 
Received  of  Hezekiah  Hurlbutt  the  full  amount  of  principal  and 
interest  for  which  this  mortgage  (on  his  part)  was  given.  Robert 
Smith."  That  it  was  arranged  between  Willard,  Smith  and 
Finch,  that  the  present  note  should  be  substituted  for  one  of  those 
mentioned  in  the  said  mortgage,  with  a  view  of  having  the  said 
substituted  note  discounted  in  Bank,  and  the  installments  that 
should  accrue  on  renewal  paid  by  deponent ;  that  nothing  was  said 
at  the  time  of  substitution,  so  far  as  deponent  recollects,  as  to 
whether  the  mortgage  should  or  should  not  apply  to  the  said  sub- 
stituted note ;  that  said  mortgage,  if  applicable  at  ail  to  the  note 
substituted,  is  believed  ample  to  secure  its  payment ;  that  witness 
made  an  assignment  of  property  to  pay  his  debts,  on  the  24th  day 
of  March,  1838  ;  the  nominal  amount  of  property  assigned,  at 
what  he  considered,  at  the  time,  a  low  valuation,  amounted  to 
$5,075,  from  which  he  has  since  deducted  estimated  amount  of  bad 
debts  $600 ;  that  the  amount  of  debts  due  by  deponent,  at  the  time 
of  said  assignment,  was  only  about  $3,904.88;  and  that  he  knew 
that  the  note  on  which  this  suit  is  founded  was  in  the  hands 
of  plaintiff's  attorney,  at  least  in  time  to  have  enabled  him  to 
bring  suit  at  the  February  term  of  the  Madison  Circuit  Court, 
A.  D.  1838 ;  and  as  to  said  substituted  note  being  discounted 
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in  Bank,  as  was  anticipated,  lie  says,  that,  within  about  two 
months  after  said  note  was  given,  ttie  Bank  ceased  entirely  to 
discount,  and  has  discounted,  as  he  is  informed,  but  little  to  the 
present  time.  And  thereupon  the  said  defendant  solicited  the 
opinion  of  the  Court,  that,  upon  the  e video ce  disclosed,  the  said 
plaintiff,  in  point  of  law,  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  which  opinion 
the  said  Court  refused,  and  found  for  the  plaintiff;  to  which 
opinion  of  the  Court  the  said  defendant  excepted.  The  cause  is 
brought  to  this  Court  by  appeal. 

A.  CowLES  and  J.  M.  Krum,  for  the  appellant. 

R  B.  MuRDOCK,  for  the  appellee. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

We  can  perceive  no  sufficient  grounds  for  reversing  the  judg- 
ment in  this  case. 

The  endorsement  of  the  note,  and  the  parol  guarantee  to  pay  it 
to  Finch,  in  case  it  could  not  be  collected  off  of  the  maker,  is  clearly 
established  by  evidence ;  and  the  inability  to  collect  the  amount 
from  the  maker  of  the  note  is  shown  by  the  record  of  the  judg- 
ment, and  the  execution  with  the  sheriff's  return. 

This  evidence  is  also  fortified  by  the  testimony  of  Willard,  the 
maker,  whose  evidence  was  admitted  without  objection,  and  who 
deposed  that  he  had  assigned  his  property  to  pay  his  debts,  on  the 
24th  of  March,  1838.  The  rule  in  reference  to  the  liability  of  the 
assignor  of  a  promissory  note,  under  the  statute,  is  not  applicable 
in  this  case.  The  defendant  chose  to  accompany  his  endorsement 
with  a  special  guarantee,  and  by  that  he  must  abide. 

It  would  have  been  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  have  filled  up 
the  endorsement,  in  the  terms  of  the  guarantee,  in  writing  on  the 
note,  and  thus  made  the  terms  explicit.(l)  («) 

Its  resting  in  parol  will  not  alter  the  right  to  recover.  A  parol 
promise,  collateral  to  a  written  agreement,  is  binding.(2) 

It  has  been  objected,  that  there  was  no  consideration  to  support 
the  promise  in  this  case.  This  is  not  so.  The  original  consider- 
ation of  indebtedness  to  Finch  was  a  valid  one  to  support  the  promise 
which  falls  within  the  rule,  that  when  the  promise  to  pay  the  debt 
of  another  arises  out  of  some  new  and  original  consideration  of 
benefit  or  harm  between  the  newly  contracting  parties,  the  consid- 
eration is  suflS.cient,(3) 

The  judgment  is  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(1)  Nelson  v.  Dubois,  8  Johns.,  175;  Campbell  v.  Butler,  Ibid.,  345. 

(2)  4  East.,  29.  (3)  8  Johns,  39. 
(a  ,  Camden  v.  McKay,  3  Scam.  R.,  444. 
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John  Stone,  plaiutiif  in  error,  v.  The  People  of  the 
State  of  Illinois,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to   Cook. 

Objections  to  the  mode  of  summoning  a  grand  or  petit  jury  should  be  taken  by  a  challenge 
of  the  array,  or  by  motion  to  quash  the  indictment,  founded  upon  affidavit  of  some 
irregularity.  Such  objections  cannot  be  incorporated  into  the  record  of  a  cause,  unless 
raised  in  one  of  these  ways.  Objections  of  this  nature  cannot  be  taken  on  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial. 

Where,  upon  a  trial  for  murder,  a  jury  was  impanneled,  and  the  trial  of  the  cause  com- 
menced, and  a  part  of  the  witnesses  examined,  an  alien  having  been  sworn  upon  the 
jury ;  and  the  prosecuting  attorney,  upon  learning  the  fact  of  alienage  (both  he  and 
the  Court  having  been  ignorant  of  that  fact),  moved  that  the  juror  be  withdrawn  and 
discharged,  and  that  a  new  juror  be  sworn  in  his  place,  which  motion  was  granted  : 
Held,  that  the  proceedings  were  regular.  Held,  also,  that  the  overruling  of  the  motion 
of  the  prisoner  to  discharge  the  eleven  other  jurors  was  not  erroneous. 

The  enumeration  of  causes  for  summoning  a  new  grand  jury,  or  talesmen,  in  the  act  rela- 
tive to  jurors,  ought  not  to  be  considered  as  abridging  the  powers  possessed  by  the 
Circuit  Court,  at  common  law  ;  and  an  order  directing  the  impanneling  of  a  new  grand 
jury,  after  the  discharge  of  a  former  one  by  the  Court,  is  a  proper  exercise  of  the  com- 
mon law  powers  of  the  Court. 

The  Constitution  of  this  State  has  guarantied  a  public  as  well  as  an  impartial  trial  to 
persons  accused ;  and  the  closing  of  the  doors  of  a  court-room,  to  prevent  confusion 
arising  from  noise  and  disturbance,  when  ingress  and  egress  are  not  prevented,  or  for  a 
temporary  purpose,  where  existing  circumstances  eminently  require  it  to  be  done,  but 
not  for  the  purpose  of  excluding  any  one  connected  with  the  trial,  does  not  render  the 
trial  private,  and  ought  not  to  be  objected  to. 

An  objection  to  an  indictment  for  murder,  because  it  does  not  contain  a  particular  specifi- 
cation of  the  wounds  of  which  the  deceased  died,  cannot  be  taken,  unless  made  upon 
motion  to  quash  ;  and  even  then,  it  seems,  it  would  not  be  valid. 

At  the  April  term,  1840,  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Cook  county, 
an  indictment  for  murder  was  found  against  John  Stone,  by  a 
grand  jury  which  had  been  summoned  by  order  of  the  Court,  after 
the  regular  grand  jury  had  been  discharged.  A  trial  was  had  before 
the  Hon.  John  Pearson  and  a  jury,  which  had  also  been  summoned 
after  the  regular  petit  jury  had  been  discharged.  The  defendant 
below  was  found  guilty  by  the  jury.  Thereupon  he  moved  for  a 
new  trial,  and  in  arrest  of  judgment.  The  Court  overruled  both 
motions,  and  passed  sentence  of  death  on  the  prisoner. 

Points  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff  in  error : 

1.  It  appears  by  record  that  a  regular  grand  jury  was  duly 
summoned  by  a  venire  issued  by  the  clerk  of  the  County  Commis- 
sioners' Court,  to  attend  for  the  whole  term,  and,  having  completed 
their  business,  the  jurors  were  discharged  by  the  Court  on  the  23d 
day  of  April,  and  on  the  29th  day  of  April  the  Court  directed  the 
sheriff  to  summon  a  new  grand  jury ;  that  such  new  grand  jury  was 
summoned ;  and  on  the  first  day  of  May  found  the  indictment  in 
this  case.  The  Court  had  no  power  to  order  the  sheriff  to  summon 
this  grand  jury,  and  their  acts  are  void ;  the  9th  section  of  the  act 
concerning  jurors(l)  only  authorized  the  Court  to  order  the  sum- 
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moning  of  grand  jurors  in  cases  where  the  regular  jurors  fail  to 
appear,  or  where,  by  reason  of  challenges  or  other  causes,  there 
shall  not  be  sufficient  to  make  up  the  panel,  or  where  the  County 
Commissioners'  Court  shall  fail  to  make  a  selection.  It  is  appar- 
ent that  this  section  was  never  intended  to  apply  to  a  case  where 
the  regular  panel  have  attended,  and  have  performed  their  duties 
and  have  all  been  discharged  by  the  Court.  It  was  only  intended 
to  apply  to  cases  where  the  jurors  failed  to  attend  in  pursuance  of 
summons ;  where  there  is  a  delinquency  on  the  part  of  the  jurors 
summoned ;  or  where  the  number  has  been  reduced  by  challengeaj 
or  where  the  County  Court  had  failed  to  perform  its  duty.  It 
never  was  intended  to  vest  in  a  Circuit  judge  and  sheriff  the  dan- 
gerous power  of  discharging  the  regular  panel  ad  libitum,  and 
packing  a  grand  jury  of  the  sheriff's  own  selection,  and  thus 
depriving  a  prisoner  of  his  constitutional  right  to  have  his  case 
brought  before  a  grand  jury  selected  by  the  County  Commissioners' 
Court,  according  to  the  law  of  the  land ;  nor  can  the  prosecution 
derive  any  aid  from  the  11th  section  of  the  same  act,  as  that  section 
evidently  only  applies  to  individual  jurors,  after  being  sworn.  In 
case  of  absence,  sickness,  or  discharge  of  such  juror,  it  authorizes 
the  summoning  of  another  to  serve  in  his  stead ;  it  has  no  appli- 
cation to  the  summoning  of  a  new  panel  after  the  whole  of  the 
regular  panel  shall  have  been  discharged  by  the  Court. 

2.  The  petit  jury  who  tried  the  cause  was  illegal,  and  was 
impanneled  without  the  authority  of  law.  It  appears  by  the  record 
that  two  venires  were  issued  by  the  County  Commissioners'  Court, 
and  that  petit  jurors  were  summoned  for  the  first  and  second 
weeks  of  the  term  ;  that  they  attended  and  were  discharged  by  the 
Court  at  the  end  of  the  second  week ;  that  on  the  second  day  of 
May  a  new  petit  jury  was  summoned  by  the  sheriff,  by  the  order 
of  the  Court.  The  observations  made  under  the  first  point  will 
apply  to  this.  This  jury  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant,  and  he 
objected  to  being  tried  by  this  jury.  The  objection  was  overruled, 
and  the  defendant  excepted.  The  defendant  has  been  tried  and 
convicted  by  a  jury  not  selected  according  to  the  laws  of  the  land, 
but  selected  by  the  sheriff.  It  was  necessary  for  the  County  Com- 
missioners' Court  to  issue  a  second  venire  for  a  jury,  for  the  second 
week  of  the  term,  it  was  equally  necessary  to  have  issued  a  venire 
for  the  third  week  of  the  term.  The  judge  had  no  power  to  sum- 
mon a  jury  of  talesmen  after  he  had  voluntarily  discharged  the 
whole  panel.  The  jury  summoned  by  the  order  of  the  Court 
were  talesmen,  and  there  cannot  be  a  tales  except  there  be  a  quales, 
that  is,  one  or  more  regular  jurors'  at  the  same  time.  10  Coke,  104, 
105 ;  1  Chit.  Crim.  Law,  518. 

3.  The  Court  erred  in  ordering  the  withdrawal  of  Patterson 
Nickalls  from  the  petit  jury  after  the  trial  had  commenced,  and 

(1)  E.  L.,  380,  381 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  397. 
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three  witnesses  had  been  sworn.  If  a  party  has  an  opportunity  of 
making  his  challenge  and  neglects  it,  he  cannot  afterwards  make 
the  objection,  although  the  juror  is  an  alien.  8  Barn,  and  Ores., 
417  ;  4  Dallas,  353  ;  Rex  v.  Edwards,  4  Taunt,  309 ;  Roscoe's 
Crim.  Ev.,  177.  A  juror  cannot  be  challenged  after  the  trial  has 
commenced.  The  prosecution  having  selected  their  jury  were 
bound  to  abide  the  result.  Although  a  prisoner  has,  by  our  Court, 
been  allowed  to  raise  the  objection  of  alienage  to  a  jury,  after  ver- 
dict, in  favorem  vitoe,  still  the  prosecution  could  not  make  the  objec- 
tion after  verdict.  The  annals  of  law  do  not  furnish  a  case  of  a 
challenge  being  allowed  by  the  prosecution  to  a  juror,  after  trial 
commenced. 

4.  When  the  Court  allowed  Nickalls  to  be  withdrawn  from  the 
jury  the  Court  erred  in  not  discharging  the  whole  jury.  The 
withdrawal  of  a  juror,  in  all  cases,  discharges  the  whole  jury, 
unless  the  defendant  consents  to  have  the  remaining  jurors  remain. 
Chitty  lays  down  the  law,  that,  on  the  withdrawal  of  a  juror,  the 
prisoner  must  be  tried  by  a  fresh  jury.  Nickalls  was  the  seventh 
juror  sworn,  and,  when  his  substitute  was  placed  upon  the  jury, 
the  defendant  was  allowed  only  one  challenge.  His  peremptory 
challenges  having  been  previously  exhausted  by  this  process  of 
withdrawing  a  juror  and  substituting  another  in  his  stead,  the 
defendant  is  deprived  of  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  challenge 
secured  to  him  by  law.  1  Chit.  Crim.  Law,  629,  630,  edition  of  1819. 

5.  The  Court  erred  in  refusing  to  grant  a  new  trial  upon  the 
causes  stated  in  the  motion,  and  especially  upon  the  cause  set  forth 
in  the  affidavit  of  McCorristen,  that  the  doors  of  the  Court  were 
locked  during  the  trial. 

6.  The  Court  erred  in  refusing  to  arrest  the  judgment.  The 
indictment  is  insufficient ;  it  does  not  describe  the  wounds  by 
which  it  is  alleged  that  the  deceased  came  to  her  death. 

J.  BuTTERFiELD  and  S.  Lisle  Smith,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

A.  Huntington,  State's  Attorney,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
The  prisoner  was  indicted,  tried,  and  convicted  of  the  murder  of 
one  Lucretia  Thompson,  at  the  last  April  term  of  the  Cook  Circuit 
Court.  A  writ  of  error  having  been  allowed,  and  the  record  cer- 
tified and  transmitted  to  this  Court,  it  is  now  called  on  to  review 
and  revise  the  proceedings  had  in  the  cause. 

Before  proceeding  to  the  consideration  of  the  questions  presented 
for  our  examination  and  decision,  it  may  not  be  improper  to 
remark  that  in  performance  of  the  duty  required  of  the  prosecuting 
attorney  on  the  trial,  by  the  188th  section  of  the  Criminal  Code  of 
this  State,  to  cei'tify  to  the  correctness  of  the  record,  that  officer 
has  made  a  qualified  certificate  of  its  accuracy  and  regularity,  by 
which  a  portion  of  it  is  excluded,  and  other  parts  questioned. 
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This  qualification  and  exclusion  relate  to  the  recitals  of  the 
mode  of  summoning  and  returning  the  veyiires  and  panels  of  the 
first  and  second  grand  and  petit  jurors;  and  the  time  and  manner 
of  their  discharge  from  further  service  by  the  Court.  That  such 
portions  of  the  record,  which  have  been  thus  excepted  to,  were 
irregularly  incorporated  into  the  record,  we  cannot  doubt,  because 
the}''  could  alone  have  been  regularly  made  a  part  of  the  record,  by 
having  challenged  the  array,  and  thus  brought  those  proceedings 
before  the  Court;  or  by  a  motion,  on  affidavit  of  some  irregularity 
in  the  proceedings  connected  with  the  issuing  of  the  venires,  or  the 
want  of  power  in  the  Court  to  issue  them,  and  execution  by  the 
sheriff,  or  some  defect  apparent  therein.  They  formed  no  more 
a  portion  of  the  proceedings,  in  this  cause,  than  they  did  in  any 
other  pending  at  that  time  in  the  Circuit  Court.  We  have  made 
these  observations,  not  because  the  irregularity  may  be  of  any  direct 
importance,  in  the  consideration  of  the  questions  presented,  and 
connected  with  the  facts  in  this  case,  in  reference  to  the  want  of 
power  in  the  Circuit  Court,  to  order  and  direct  the  summoning  the 
grand  jury  which  found  the  bill  of  indictment,  and  the  petit  jury 
which  tried  the  cause,  because  we  shall  give  the  prisoner  the  full 
benefit  of  the  consideration  of  all  the  questions  presented  by  his 
counsel,  connected  therewith,  but  to  prevent  a  presumption  that 
the  practice  is  sanctioned  by  this  Court.  Having  premised  thus 
much,  we  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  main  points  in  the 
case. 

It  appears  that  a  grand  jury,  regularly  summoned  and  duly 
impanneled,  had  been  discharged  during  the  term  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  having  disposed  of  the  business  before  it;  that  after  such 
discharge,  and  during  the  continuance  of  the  term  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  on  the  26th  day  of  April,  1840,  the  murder  charged  in  the 
indictment  was  perpetrated.  The  prisoner  having  been  accused 
of  the  crime,  arrested,  and  being  in  custody,  the  Circuit  Court, 
on  a  special  application  of  the  attorney  for  the  State,  by  an  order 
on  its  minutes,  directed  thesheriff'of  the  county  of  Cook  to  summon 
another  grand  jury  to  pass  on  the  prisoner's  case. 

That,  on  the  first  day  of  May  following,  the  grand  jury  presented 
the  indictment  against  the  prisoner.  It  further  appears  from 
the  record,  that,  in  pursuance  of  law,  the  County  Commissioners' 
Court  of  the  county  of  Cook  had  issued  and  directed  to  the  sheriff 
of  the  county  two  venires  for  two  petit  juries,  one  to  serve  for 
the  first  week  of  the  term,  and  the  other  for  the  second  week  of 
the  same  term ;  which  were  returned  duly  executed ;  that  the 
Court,  continuing  to  sit  for  more  than  two  weeks,  had  discharged 
each  of  the  juries,  at  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  for  their 
services,  and  expressed  in  the  venires. 

That,  on  the  2d  day  of  May,  1840,  the  Court,  by  an  order  on 
its  minutes,  directed  the  sheriff  of  Cook  county  to  summon  a  full 
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petit  jury  of  twentj-four  good  and  lawful  men  to  appearand  serve 
as  petit  jurors  at  such  Court,  on  the  fourth  day  of  May  following. 

That,  on  the  said  fourth  day  of  May,  the  prisoner  was  arraigned, 
pleaded  not  guilty,  and  was  put  on  his  trial.  Thatajury  of  twelve 
was  duly  sworn,  and  the  trial  proceeded  in,  and  several  witnesses 
examined  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  when  the  Court  having 
the  jury  in  charge  of  two  sworn  officers,  under  instructions  from 
the  Court  to  keep  them  together,  and  prevent  all  access  to  them 
by  other  persons,  adjourned  until  the  next  day.  On  the  reassem- 
bling of  the  Court  on  the  next  day,  the  counsel  for  the  State  gave 
the  Court  information  that  Patterson  Nickalls.  one  of  the  jurors  in 
the  cause,  was  an  alien^  and  produced  and  read  a  deposition  of 
Nickalls  to  that  effect ;  and  thereupon  asked  that  Nickalls  might 
be  withdrawn  from  the  jury,  being  declared  by  law  incompetent  to 
serve  as  a  juror,  and  that  another  juror  might  be  called  and  selected 
in  his  stead.  This  application  was  resisted  by  the  prisoner, 
but  the  Court  ordered  and  caused  the  juror  to  be  withdrawn  and 
discharged  from  further  serving  on  the  jury,  and  allowed  an  addi- 
tional peremptory  challenge  to  the  prisoner,  and  a  tales  juror  was 
thereupon  called,  selected,  and  sworn  in  the  place  of  the  juror  dis- 
charged. The  prisoner  moved  to  discharge  the  eleven  jurors 
after  Nickalls  was  withdrawn,  but  the  motion  was  overruled,  and 
excepted  to  by  prisoner's  counsel.  He  also  objected  to  being  tried 
by  the  whole  jury,  but  his  objection  was  not  allowed.  The 
persons  who  had  been  previously  examined  were  recalled  and 
reexamined  as  witnesses,  and  the  trial  was  recommenced  and  pro- 
ceeded in. 

The  prisoner's  counsel  for  the  above  causes,  and  because  the  ver- 
dict, as  it  was  alleged,  was  against  the  evidence  and  the  instructions 
of  the  Court,  neither  of  which  appear  in  the  record,  moved  for  a 
new  trial,  and  for  the  further  cause  that  while  a  motion  was  pend- 
ing before  the  Court  after  conviction,  the  door  of  the  Court  room 
was  locked  by  the  officer  in  attendance ;  all  of  which 'grounds  were, 
it  appears,  deemed  insufficient  by  the  Circuit  judge,  and  the  motion 
overruled.  The  deposition  of  the  officer  does  not  show  that 
the  act  of  closing  the  door  was  by  the  command  of  the  judge,  and 
his  supplemental  affidavit  shows  that  neither  ingress  was  obstructed, 
nor  egress  prevented ;  that  he  held  the  knob  of  the  door  lock  in 
his  hand,  ready  to  permit  a  passage  in  or  out  of  the  court  room ; 
that  the  sole  object  was  for  the  preservation  of  order  in  the  court 
room,  where  much  confusion  seems  to  have  prevailed,  and  that  the 
prisoner  had  in  no  way  whatever  suffered  the  least  inconvenience 
therefrom.  These,  it  is  believed,  constitute  the  whole  facts  in  the 
case,  upon  which  the  prisoner's  counsel  rely  for  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court.  Six  several  grounds  have  been 
assigned  for  error.     They  are  as  follows : 

1st.  The  Circuit  Court  had  no  power  to  order  the  sheriff  to 
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summon  the  grand  jury  which  found  the  indictment,  and  their  act 
is  void. 

2d.  The  petit  jury  who  tried  the  cause  were  illegally  summoned, 
and  were  impanneled  without  the  authority  of  law. 

8d.  The  Court  erred  in  directing  the  withdrawal  and  ordering 
the  discharge  of  Nickalls  from  the  petit  jury,  after  the  trial  had 
commenced,  and  witnesses  for  the  prosecution  had  been  sworn. 

4th.  When  Nickalls  was  withdrawn  from  the  jury  it  was  error 
not  to  discharge  the  whole  jury. 

5th.  For  refusing  to  grant  a  new  trial ;  and  particularly  on  the 
grounds  stated  in  reference  to  holding  the  Court  a  part  of  the 
time  with  closed  doors. 

6th.  In  refusing  to  arrest  the  judgment  because  the  indictment 
does  not  describe  particularly  the  wounds  by  which  it  is  alleged 
the  deceased  came  to  her  death. 

The  grounds  above  stated  will  be  considered  in  the  order  they 
are  arranged,  and  such  conclusions  stated  as  the  facts  and  the  law 
applicable  to  them  warrant. 

While  it  is  not  intended  to  trace  the  origin  and  early  use  of  the 
trial  by  jury,  as  it  existed  in  England,  nor  the  sources  from  whence 
it  is  said  to  have  been  borrowed,  it  will  not  be  amiss  to  consider 
the  mode  of  summoning  grand  juries,  as  practiced  there.  It  is 
understood  that  a  precept  was  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  Court, 
either  in  the  name  of  the  king,  or  two  or  more  of  the  justices  of 
the  peace  upon  which  he  returned  twenty-four  or  more  persons 
out  of  the  whole  county,  selecting  a  sufficient  and  equal  number 
out  of  every  hundred,  from  whom  the  grand  jurors  were  selected, 
who  were  qualified  as  jurors.  When  the  grand  jury  were  duly 
returned,  charged  and  sworn,  they  usually  served  the  whole  session 
or  assizes.  But  the  Court  might,  in  its  discretion,  command  another 
grand  jury  to  be  returned  and  sworn,  and  usually  do  so  on  two 
occasions. .  The  first  of  these  occasions  is  when,  before  the  end  of 
the  sessions,  the  grand  jury,  having  brought  in  all  their  bills,  are 
discharged  by  the  Court,  and,  after  that  discharge,  either  some  new 
offense  is  committed,  and  the  party  taken  and  brought  into  gaol ; 
or,  when,  after  the  discharge  of  the  grand  inquest,  some  offender  is 
taken  and  brought  in  before  the  conclusion  of  the  session. (1) 

And  the  other  instance  of  a  new  grand  jury  being  sworn,  it  is 
said,  is,  when  it  is  to  inquire,  under  the  statute,  of  the  concealment 
of  a  former  inquest,  which  provision,  though  it  expressly  mentions 
justices  of  the  peace,  extends  to  the  King's  Bench,  and  the  session 
of  Oyer  and  Terminer ;  and  this  was  formerly  the  proper  mode  of 
punishing  the  grand  jurors  if  they  refused  to  present  such  things 
as  were  within  their  charge,  and  of  which  they  had  sufiicient 
evidence ;  but  this  proceeding  is  no  longer  in  use.(2) 

(1)  2  Hale,  156;  J.  Williams  on  Juries,  1.  (2}  2  Hale,  156;  1  Chitty,  258. 
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This  practice  was  adopted  so  far  as  relates  to  the  impanneling 
of  a  second  grand  jury,  in  the  case  of  a  commission  of  a  new 
offense,  after  the  discharge  of  the  first  grand  jury,  in  the  courts  of 
our  State,  at  the  earliest  period  of  its  State  organization ;  and  has, 
it  is  believed,  been  practiced  on  more  or  less  since.  But  we 
proceed  to  consider  the  statute  prescribing  the  mode  of  summon- 
ing grand  jurors,  in  force  since  the  1st  June,  1827.  The  2d  sec- 
tion of  that  act  has  made  it  the  duty  of  the  County  Commissioners, 
in  each  county  in  which  a  Circuit  Court  is  holden,  to  select 
twenty-three  persons,  possessing  the  qualifications  enumerated 
in  the  law,  and  as  nearly  as  may  be  a  proportionate  number  from 
each  township  in  their  respective  counties,  to  serve  as  grand 
jurors. 

A  summons  is  to  be  issued  to  the  sheriff  containing  the  names 
and  notice  to  the  persons  so  selected  to  attend. 

By  the  14th  section  of  the  act  it  is  declared  that  the  County 
Commissioners  shall  so  select  the  grand  and  petit  jurors,  that  no 
one  person  shall  serve  on  the  jury  a  second  time,  before  all  fit 
persons  in  the  county  shall  have  served  in  rotation. (1) 

From  these  provisions  in  the  act,  as  there  is  nothing  prohibitory 
tlierein  of  the  power  of  the  Circuit  Courts  to  cause  grand  jurors 
to  be  summoned  when  deemed  necessary,  for  the  administration  of 
the  public  justice  of  the  county,  the  act  must  be  considered 
directory  to  the  commissioners.  It  has  not  taken  away  the 
common  law  powers  of  the  Circuit  Courts,  which,  as  we  have  by 
express  statute  adopted  the  common  law  of  England,  tbey 
undoubtedly  possess. 

The  Circuit  Courts  of  this  State  are  superior  courts  of  general 
jurisdiction,  and  have  power  and  authority  to  hear  and  determine 
all  cases  of  treason,  felonies,  crimes  and  misdemeanors  whatever, 
that  may  be  committed  within  their  respective  counties  in  which 
they  are  holden.  (2) 

The  respective  cases  enumerated  in  the  9th  section  of  the  act 
relative  to  jurors,  when  the  Circuit  Court  shall  have  power  to 
order  another  grand  jury,  or  a  particular  number  of  persons,  to 
complete  the  panel  of  the  jury,  to  be  summoned  to  supply  the 
omission  of  the  County  Court  to  summon  a  jury,  or  to  supply  the 
absence  of  one  or  more  of  those  summoned,  ought  not  to  be  con- 
sidered as  abridging  the  power  possessed  by  the  Courts  at  common 
law. 

It  is  true,  that  had  these  Courts  no  common  law  powers,  the 
want  of  a  grant  of  such  power  by  statute  would  then  be  con- 
clusive against  its  exercise.  The  prisoner  is  entitled  to  a  speedy 
public  trial,  and  as  he  did  not  object  to  the  trial,  because  of  its 
speed  and  promptness,  he  has  but  had  the  right  which  the  Con- 

(1)  R.  L.,  379  ;  Gale's  Stat.  395,  396.  (2)  E.  L.,  152;  Gale's  Stat.,  171. 
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stitution  gave  of  an  early  trial.  An  objection  might  here  have  been 
interposed  of  a  serious  nature,  as  to  the  manner  in  which  this  ques- 
tion has  been  raised  in  the  Court  below,  but,  as  the  counsel  for  the 
government  has  waived  all  exception  as  to  the  form  in  which  the 
question  comes  up,  we  are  disposed  to  give  the  prisoner  the  full 
benefit  of  a  hearing  on  his  exceptions. 

By  the  15od  section  of  the  Criminal  Code,  "  All  exceptions 
which  go  merely  to  the  form  of  the  indictment  shall  be  made  before 
trial,  and  no  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  or  writ  of  error  shall  be 
sustained,  not  affecting  the  real  merits  of  the  offense  charged  in 
such  indictment." 

The  question  should  have  been  presented  to  the  Circuit  Court, 
either  on  a  challenge  to  the  array  of  the  grand  jury,  or  on  a  motion 
to  have  quashed  the  indictment,  for  the  reason  that  the  indictment 
was  found  by  a  body  not  legally  assembled.  If  such  hg,d  been 
the  fact,  this  would  have  been  the  regular  course.  It  was  no  cause 
for  granting  a  new  trial,  because  the  remedy  proposed  would  not 
reach  the  error  alleged  in  the  order  directing  the  summoning  of 
the  grand  jury. 

After  indictment  found,  no  objection  of  irregularity  of  impan- 
neling  a  grand  jury  can  be  received  as  a  plea  to  the  indictment.(l) 

It  is  however  manifest,  that  the  order  directing  the  summoning 
and  impanneling  of  the  grand  jury  was  the  proper  exercise  of 
the  common  law  powers  of  the  Court;  and  we  perceive  no  injust- 
ice or  inconvenience  resulting  from  its  exercise. 

The  second  alleged  error  will  be  considered. 

The  same  statute  which  authorizes  and  directs  the  County  Com- 
missioners to  summon  grand  jurors,  also  directs  the  summoning  of 
petit  jurors.  It  appears  that  the  two  juries  summoned  for  the  first 
two  weeks  of  the  term  of  the  Court  were  respectfully  discharged 
at  the  expiration  of  the  time  of  service  for  which  they  had  been 
summoned.  It  appears  by  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  relative  to 
the  holding  of  the  Circuit  Courts,  passed  13th  February,  1835, 
that  the  County  Commissioners  of  the  several  counties,  in  which 
the  Circuit  Courts  are  allowed  to  sit  two  weeks,  are  authorized 
to  divide  the  petit  jurors  into  two  panels  ;  and  they  are  to  sum- 
mon them  to  attend  each  panel  for  one  week  only.  The  time  of 
service  of  the  jurors  consequently  expires  with  the  termination  of 
the  week. 

Such  seems  to  have  been  the  case  on  the  present  occasion,  and 
the  Court,  recognizing  the  rule  prescribed  by  the  act,  discharged 
the  second  jury  on  the  termination  of  the  second  week.  It  is  now 
strongly  urged  that  the  Circuit  Court  possessed  no  power  to  order 
the  sheriff  to  summon  the  petit  jury  which  tried  the  cause;  and  it 
is  said  the  order  on  the  minutes  of  the  Circuit  Court,  for  such  pur- 

(1)  8  Mass.,  289. 
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pose,  was  a  nullity,  and  therefore  all  proceedings  connected  with, 
the  trial  of  the  prisoner  are  void. 

To  test  the  force  and  accuracy  of  this  proposition,  we  recur  to 
the  168th  section  of  the  Criminal  Code  of  this  State,  in  which  it  is 
declared,  that  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  issue  a  venire  in  any  crimi- 
nal case.  And  in  all  criminal  cases  where  the  panel  of  jurors 
shall  be  exhausted  by  challenges  or  otherwise,  and  whether  any 
juror  has  been  elected  and  sworn  or  not,  it  shall  be  competent  for 
the  Court  to  order,  on  its  minutes,  a  tales  for  any  number  of  jurors, 
not  exceeding  twenty-four,  returnable  instanter,  out  of  which  per- 
sons so  ordered  to  be  summoned,  it  shall  be  lawful  to  impannel  a 
jury  for  the  trial  of  any  criminal  case ;  but  should  the  tales  ordered 
be  insufficient,  by  reason  of  challenges  or  otherwise,  to  form  an 
impartial  jury,  the  Court  may,  from  time  to  time,  make  such  further 
orders  on  their  minutes,  for  additional  talesmen,  returnable  insianter, 
until  a  full  jury  shall  be  obtained.  It  will  be  perceived  that  the 
formality  of  a  regular  venire  has  been  dispensed  with;  and,  by  a 
liberal  construction  of  this  section,  it  would  seem  to  justify  the 
granting  of  the  order  to  the  sheriff  to  summon  the  petit  jury. 

The  regular  jurors  who  had  been  summoned  for  the  second 
week  had  been,  it  is  true,  discharged  by  the  Court ;  but  the  panel 
might,  perhaps,  be  said  to  have  been  otherwise  exhausted  than  by 
the  challenges,  and  if  so,  then  the  power  would  be  complete,  at 
least  by  implication,  under  this  section  Without,  however,  assert- 
ing the  power  under  this  section,  which  may  be  of  doubtful  author- 
ity, after  a  careful  examination  of  the  point,  we  think  there  is  no 
difficulty  in  tracing  it  clearly  to  the  common  law  powers  of  the 
Court.  We  have  already  remarked  that  we  adopted  the  common 
law  of  England, (1)  and  we  have  also  adopted  all  statutes  made  in 
aid  thereof,  of  a  general  nature,  and  not  local  to  that  kingdom,  prior 
to  lourth  year  of  the  reign  of  James  the  First,  excepting  the  2nd 
section  of  the  6th  Chapter  of  43d  Elizabeth,  the  8th  Chapter  13th 
Elizabeth,  and  9th  Chapter  37th  Henry  the  Eighth(2) ;  and  the 
178th  section  of  the  Criminal  Code  declares  that  all  trials  for  crim- 
inal offenses  shall  be  conducted  according  to  the  course  of  the 
common  law,  except  where  that  act  points  out  a  different  course. 

It  will  also  be  perceived  that  it  was,  by  express  law,  the  duty  of 
the  judge  of  the  Cook  Circuit  Court  to  continue  to  hold  the  term 
of  the  Court  until  all  the  business  in  the  Court  was  disposed  of, 
though  more  than  two  weeks  had  elapsed  since  its  commencement, 
he  not  being  required  to  attend  and  hold  a  Court  in  another  county. 
This  duty  was  imperative,  and  the  law  required  it  should  be  dis- 
charged. 

It  has  been  shown  that  the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  State  are 
superior  courts  of  general  original  jurisdiction. 

They  are  not  only  so,  but  are  vested,  in  criminal  cases,  with 

(1)  R.  L.,  425 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  440.  (2)  See  Appendix,  B. 
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almost  exclusive  jurisdiction.  How  then  was  this  duty  so  imperi- 
ously required  by  law  to  be  performed,  to  be  discharged,  if  the 
Court  was  powerless,  and  could  not  order  and  command  the  attend- 
ance of  a  suitable  number  of  jurors  for  the  trial  and  disposition  of 
causes?  Is  it  not  a  rational  presumption,  when  the  legislative 
department  imposed  the  performance  of  this  duty,  that  they  con- 
ceived the  Court  possessed  ample  power  to  execute  it ;  and  that  if 
it  was  not  sufficiently  conferred  by  statute,  it  did  exist  at  common 
law? 

There  is  no  alternative  but  the  adoption  of  the  proposition,  that 
its  common  law  powers  were  commensurate  to  the  performance  of 
the  duty,  or  the  supposition  that  the  business  required  to  be  dis- 
posed of  could  not  be  performed  ;  and  that  a  nugatory  requisition 
had  been  made,  which  could  not  be  executed.  Need  it  be  asked 
which  of  the  two  it  is  more  reasonable  to  adopt ;  it  must  be  intended 
that  the  jurisdiction  and  power  to  try  the  cause,  being  not  only 
given,  but  required  by  law,  the  means  necessary  to  the  performance 
of  the  duties  are  to  be  found  in  the  ordinary  common  law  powers 
of  the  Court,  to  cause  a  jury  to  be  impanneled.  We  think  such 
a  construction  eminently  conducive  to  the  administration  of  public 
justice,  and  we  do  not  perceive  how  injurious  consequences  are  to 
flow  from  a  sanction  of  the  exercise  of  the  power,  any  more  than 
in  any  other  case.  The  possible  abuse  of  a  power  is  no  legitimate 
argument  against  its  existence.  It  is  required  to  be  deposited  some- 
where, and,  of  necessity,  may  possibly  be  exposed  to  such  conse- 
quences. The  only  remedy  is  punishment  for  its  corrupt  exercise. 
If  it  is  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice,  the  motive  is  laudable,  though 
if  it  be  clearly  not  granted,  it  certainly  should  not  be  exercised. 
The  same  objection  as  to  the  mode  in  which  it  seems  the  question 
came  up  in  the  Circuit  Court  is  applicable  here.  The  party  should 
have  challenged  the  array  of  the  jury,  or  moved  to  quash  the  order 
for  want  of  power  in  the  Court  before  trial.  The  practice  in  our 
courts  has  extensively  prevailed  as  to  this  mode  of  summoning 
juries,  and  has,  it  is  believed,  been  almost  coeval  with  the  State 
government.  We  are  not  aware  that  any  serious  injury  has  arisen 
from  the  exercise  of  the  power.  If,  however,  it  is  susceptible  of 
abuse,  and  the  streams  of  justice  are  likely,  at  any  time,  to  be  pol- 
luted by  its  exercise,  the  legislative  department  are  entirely  compe- 
tent to  provide  an  adequate  remedy,  and  may  interpose  a  barrier. 

On  the  third  point  we  perceive  no  error,  nor  the  fourth,  which 
are  necessarily  so  connected  as  to  require  to  be  considered  together. 

The  act  relative  to  grand  and  petit  jurors,  already  referred  to, 
explicitly  prohibits  aliens  from  being  jurors.  It  will  not  be  impro- 
per, before  referring  to  some  authorities,  introduced  by  the  pris- 
oner's counsel,  to  remark,  that  the  character  in  which  jurors  act  in 
the  United  States  has  not  been  so  generally  considered  as  their 
position  would  seem  to  deserve.     The  principle,  that  jurors,  in 
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criminal  cases,  act  as  judges  of  the  law  and  the  fact,  is  distinctly 
declared  in  the  178th  section  of  the  Criminal  Code,  and  their  right 
to  return  general  verdicts  is  unquestioned.  Hence  the  importance 
and  absolute  necessity  that  they  should  possess  the  qualifications 
required  by  law,  in  order  legally  to  enter  on  the  discharge  of  the 
duties  of  jurors. 

The  juror  acts  in  a  9Mas^  j udicial  character.  He  may  decide  the 
law  differently  from  the  opinion  of  the  judge,  and  if  the  prisoner  is 
acquitted,  the  verdict,  which  is  the  judgment  of  the  jury,  cannot 
be  reversed  or  set  aside.  To  constitute  him  the  judge  of  the  law 
and  the  fact,  it  is  indispensible,  that  he  be  the  person  declared  by 
the  law,  to  enable  him  to  take  upon  himself  the  discharge  of  the 
duties  of  the  station.  His  being  sworn  cannot  confer  the  qualifica- 
tion, nor  make  him  a  citizen ;  the  act  of  selection  is  a  nullity,  and 
he  stands  as  though  he  never  was  sworn.  It  is  on  this  principle 
that  the  decision  was  made  in  Guykowski's  case,  at  the  December 
term,  1838,(1)  and  the  further  one,  that  the  party  was  guilty  of 
no  laches  in  not  making  a  challenge  to  the  jur(^  on  the  trial,  because 
in  that  case  the  fact  of  alienage  was  unknown  until  after  the 
trial.  The  j  urors  being  required  to  be  not  only  impartial  and  quali- 
fied according  to  law,  but  free  from  all  exception,  it  seems  manifest, 
that  but  eleven  competent  jurors  had  been  sworn  in  the  cause. 

It  is  said  that  no  juror  can  be  challenged  after  the  trial  has  com- 
menced, and  that  the  Court  had  no  power  to  discharge  or  withdraw 
the  juror.  This  withdrawal  of  the  juror,  on  the  disclosure  of  his 
alienage,  is  not  considered  a  challenge ;  its  effect,  it  is  true,  is  the 
same  as  though  he  had  been  challenged ;  but  the  Court  would,  at 
any  time  after  he  was  called,  and  before  he  was  sworn,  at  the  sug- 
gestion of  any  one,  and  on  the  juror's  admission  of  his  alienage, 
have  set  him  aside  as  wholly  incompetent. 

On  discovery  of  the  fact  of  alienage,  it  was  communicated  to  the 
Court,  and  proof  of  its  truth  exhibited  by  the  oath  of  the  juror, 
which  showed  his  entire  disqualification.  Now  what  was  the  duty 
of  the  Court  on  the  development  of  the  alienage  of  Nickalls,  he 
being  by  statute  expressly  declared  incompetent  ?  Was  it  not  to 
correct  the  error,  had  the  suggestion  come  from  any  quarter,  accord- 
ing to  the  justice  of  the  case,  while  the  proceedings  were  in 
limine  1  As  soon  as  the  error  was  discovered,  the  Court  was  asked 
to  do  what?  Its  duty;  and  how  was  that  to  be  best  performed? 
By  going  through  a  trial,  which,  if  it  resulted  in  a  verdict  of  guilty, 
must  be  set  aside  instanter,  on  the  application  of  the  prisoner;  for 
such  is  the  solemnly  adjudicated  law  of  this  land  ;  or  do  what  all 
rational  men  would  suppose  should  be  done,  correct  the  evil,  dis- 
charge the  disqualified  person,  and  perfect  the  jury.  And  how  is 
this  perfection  to  be  accomplished?  By  doing  what  it  is  objected 
was  erroneous  ?  The  remaining  eleven  jurors,  being  all  competent, 


(1)  1  Scam.,  476. 
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and  having  been  all  chosen  and  accepted,  as  well  by  the  prisoner, 
as  the  prosecutor,  it  would  have  been  irregular  to  have  discharged 
them,  and  if  it  had  been  done  without  his  consent,  would  have 
been,  we  conceive,  cause  of  error;  because  it  would  have  deprived 
the  prisoner  of  a  right  secured  to  him,  and  which  had  been  con- 
summated under  the  law.  The  Court  corrected  the  error  to  the 
extent  occurring,  and  could  go  no  further.  The  case  is  sui  generis^ 
and  should  be  decided  on  principles  of  analogy.  We  have  been 
referred  to  authorities  which  are  admitted  to  be  the  rule  in  the 
British  courts,  and  if  the  facts  in  this  case  were  of  the  nature  which 
marked  the  cases  that  have  been  decided  there,  and  in  like  cases  in 
our  own  courts,  we  should  have  no  difficulty  in  coming  to  the 
same  results  on  the  present  occasion.  The  rule,  at  common  law, 
undoubtedly  is,  where  a  juror  is  withdrawn  by  reason  of  sickness, 
or  any  other  cause,  or  where  the  death  of  any  one  ensues  during 
the  trial,  the  remaining  jurors  are  to  be  discharged,  and  the  pris- 
oner, unless  he  consents  to  have  the  eleven  remain,  must  be  tried 
by  another  jury.  And  why  is  it  so?  Because  the  jury  has  been 
complete;  the  whole  twelve  were  competent  and  qualified  jurors. 
In  the  cases  cited,  the  remaining  eleven  jurors  have  been  discharged, 
because  one  of  the  competent  parts  of  the  jury  has  been  unable  to 
perform  its  functions  ;  not  by  an  act  of  the  parties,  or  of  the  Court, 
but  by  physical  causes  beyond  the  control  of  both.  Not  so  in  the 
present  case.  For  want  of  sufficient  caution,  an  error  has  occurred. 
Now  shall  it  be  said  the  Court  possessed  no  power  to  correct  the 
error,  without  prejudice  to  either  party;  but  that  in  correcting  it, 
another  shall  be  committed  ?  Not  so.  Why  is  a  Court,  for  the 
ends  of  justice,  and  where  manifest  necessity  exists  for  the  act, 
authorized  to  discharge  a  jury?  And  if  a  whole  jury  may,  in 
such  case,  be  discharged,  why  not  set  aside  a  person  improperly 
selected  and  sworn  ?  No  injustice  has  been  done;  no  law  has  been 
violated.  The  rights  of  the  prisoner  have  not  been  infringed  ;  the 
course  is  agreeable  to  justice,  and  we  can  perceive  no  wrong  in  the 
mode  adopted.  If  a  doubt  could,  however,  remain  on  this  point, 
it  is  definitely  and  conclusively  settled  by  the  11th  section  of  the 
act  referred  to,  relative  to  jurors.(i)  "In  case  of  the  death,  sick- 
ness, or  non-attendance  of  any  grand  or  petit  juror,  after  h^  shall 
have  been  sworn  upon  the  jury,  or  where  any  such  juror  as  afore- 
said, after  being  sworn  as  aforesaid,  shall,  for  any  reasonable  cause, 
be  dismissed  or  discharged,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Court  to  cause 
others,  if  necessary,  to  be  summoned,  and  sworn  in  his  or  their 
stead. "(«) 

On  fifth  ground  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  there  is  no  question  that 
the  Constitution  of  the  State  has  guarantied  a  public  as  well  as  an 
impartial  trial ;  but  the  causes  stated  in  the  deposition  do  not  show 

(1)  R.  L.,  381 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  397.  (a)  Thomas  v.  Leonard,  4  Scam.  E.,  557. 
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that  the  trial  was  not  public.  We  should  infer  from  the  fact  stated 
in  the  depositions,  that  some  noise  and  disturbance  prevailed  in  the 
court  room,  and  that,  in  order  to  avoid  the  confusion  which  might 
have  arisen  therefrom,  the  officer  caused  the  doors  to  be  locked. 
No  inconvenience  appears  to  have  arisen  from  the  course  pursued, 
and  we  cannot  well  see  how  any  could  have  occurred. 

We  have  no  doubt,  however,  that  the  doors  may  be  closed  for  a 
temporary  purpose,  where  existing  circumstances  eminently  require 
it  to  be  done ;  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  excluding  any  one  con- 
nected with  the  trial.  The  record  shows  the  fact,  that  it  occurred 
while  the  motion  for  arresting  the  judgment  was  pending,  under 
consideration  and  discussion ;  and  it  was  consequently  after  the 
verdict  had  been  rendered,  and  trial  by  jury  terminated.  We  see 
no  cause  of  error  here.  The  instructions  and  evidence  given  in 
the  cause  do  not  appear  in  the  record,  and  consequently  we  have 
no  means  of  deciding  the  point  presented,  whether  the  verdict  was 
against  the  evidence  or  the  instructions  of  the  judge. 

On  the  sixth  and  last  ground,  it  is  only  necessary  to  remark, 
that  the  objection  to  the  want  of  a  minute  specification  of  the  extent 
and  character  of  the  wounds,  charged  in  the  indictment  to  have 
been  inflicted,  is  purely  technical.  If  it  could  have  prevailed  at 
all,  whicli  we  do  not  believe,  it  should  have  been  urged  on  amotion 
to  quash  the  indictment,  as  provided  in  the  153d  section  of  the 
Criminal  Code  already  quoted. 

It  is  to  be  farther  remarked,  that,  with  a  view  to  dispense  with 
unnecessary  technicalities,  and  prolixity  in  indictments,  the  152d 
section  of  the  same  Code  has  declared  "  That  every  indictment, 
or  accusation  of  the  grand  jury  shall  be  deemed  sufficiently  techni- 
cal and  correct,  which  states  the  offense  in  the  terms  and  language 
of  this  Code,  or  so  plainly  that  the  nature  of  the  offense  may  be 
easily  understood  by  the  jury.     The  objection  cannot  prevail 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  there  is  no  error  in  the  record, 
proceedings,  and  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Cook  county 
in  this  cause,  and  that  the  same  should  be,  and  hereby  is,  affirmeci 
with  costs.  And  this  Court  proceeding  under  and  in  conformity  to 
the  1  8th  section  of  "  The  Act  relative  to  Onininal  Jurisprudence,^'' 
of  this  State,  do  order,  adjudge,  and  decree,  that  the  original  sen- 
tence of  death,  adjudged  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  county  of 
Cook,  to  be  executed  on  the  person  of  John  Stone,  the  prisoner  in 
this  cause,  and  which  by  the  judgment  and  consideration  of  the  said 
Court  was  ordered  to  be  executed  on  the  said  John  Stone,  on  the 
twenty-ninth  day  of  May  now  last  past,  but  which  has  been  respited 
and  superseded,  be  executed  by  the  sheriff  of  said  county  of  Cook ; 
and  that  he  cause  the  said  John  Stone,  on  Friday,  the  tenth  day  of 
July,  in  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty,  to  be  taken 
from  the  prison  of  said  county  of  Cook,  where  he  is  now  confined, 
to  the  place  of  execution,  and  there  between  the  hours  of  twelve 
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meridian,  and  four  post  meridian,  of  tliat  day,  he  cause  the  said  John 
Stone  to  be  hanged  by  the  neck  until  he  be  dead ;  and  that  there- 
from he  cause  the  body  of  the  said  John  Stone  to  be  dehvered 
over  to  the  surgeons  named  in  the  record  and  judgment  of  the 
said  Cook  Circuit  Court,  for  dissection,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute 
in  such  cases  made  and  provided;  and  for  so  doing,  this  order 
and  decree  shall  be  his  suthcient  warrant. 
'Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.  Though  alienage  is  good  cause  of  challenge  to  a  juror,  Borst  v.  Beecker,  6 
Johns.,  332,  yet  advantage  cannot  be  taken  of  the  circumstance  after  verdict.  Hollings- 
■worth  V.  Duane,  4  Dall.,  353 ;  State  v.  Quarrel,  2  Bay,  150 ;  Siller  v.  Cooper,  4 
Bibb.,  90.(a) 

(a)  Greenup  v.  Stoker,  3  Gil.  R.,  202. 


James    McKee,    appellant,   v.  Chaeles  W.    Brandon, 

appellee. 

Appeal  ffotn    Will. 

The  measure  of  damages,  in  an  action  for  a  failure  to  convey  land  according  to  covenant, 
is  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  the  conveyance  vras  to  be  made. 

In  an  action  of  covenant  to  recover  the  price  stipulated  for  building  a  mill  dam,  which 
the  plaintiff  covenanted  to  fill  in  with  "  rock  and  gravel,"  in  a  proper  manner,  so  as  to 
keep  the  dam  safe  and  tight,  the  plaintiff,  in  his  declaration,  alleged  that  the  defendant 
directed  what  "  rock  and  gravel  "  should  be  used,  and  that  the  same  were  used,  and 
the  dam  madefc  close  and  tight  as  it  could  be  made  with  sucli  materials.  The  defend- 
ant pleaded  that  he  did  not  designate  the  materials  and  direct  them  to  be  put  into  the 
dam.  Upon  this  plea  issue  was  taken.  Upon  the  trial,  the  defendant  moved  the  Court 
to  instruct  the  jury  that  said  issue  was  immaterial,  and  to  be  disregarded  by  them, 
which  the  Court  refused.     Held:  that  the  refusal  was  correct. 

In  an  action  of  covenant,  where  the  declaration  alleged  an  extension  of  time  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  contract,  and  issue  was  taken  upon  the  allegations  in  the  defendant's 
pleas,  that  the  defendant  did  not  extend  the  time  for  the  performance  of  the  coutract, 
and  that  the  contract  was  not  performed  within  the  time  of  extension.  Held:  that 
under  these  pleas  the  defendant  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  had  performed  his  covenant 
in  all  respects,  except  as  to  the  extending  the  time  of  performance. 

This  was  an  action  of  covenant  commenced  in  the  Will  Circuit 
Court,  by  Brandon  against  McKee,  upon  the  following  instru- 
ment: 

"Articles  of  agreement  made  and  entered  into  this  24th  July, 
1834,  between  Charles  W.  Brandon,  Jr.,  of  the  first  part,  and 
James  McKee,  of  the  second  part,  witnesseth,  &c.  Said  Brandon, 
of  the  first  part,  engages  with  said  McKee  to  build  a  dam  across 
the  Oplain  river,  where  the  said  McGree  has  a  dam  partly  made, — 
he  is  at  liberty  to  finish  out  the  old  dam,  or  make  a  new  one, 
which  he  pleases.     The  dam  is  to  be  built  of  logs  and  filled  in 
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with  rock  and  gravel,  after  the  manner  it  is  begun,  and  to  be  built 
as  high  as  will  carry  the  water  over  the  highest  part  of  the  dam 
that  is  now  there,  when  it  is  covered  with  plank.  It  is  to  be 
planked  as  follows:  When  the  dam  is  built  to  its  height,  the  logs 
on  the  top  of  the  dam  are  to  be  flattened  on  the  upper  side,  and 
logs  are  to  lie  across  the  ties,  not  more  than  four  feet  apart,  and 
flattened  on  the  upper  side  in  like  manner;  and  the  plank  are  to 
be  pinned  on  those  flattened  logs,  and  to  reach  from  the  top  of 
the  darn,  up  the  river,  to  the  rock  in  the  bottom  of  the  stream. 
Said  covering  of  plank  is  to  have  the  seams  broken  by  covering 
with  plank  or  slabs,  and  to  be  filled  in  a  proper  manner  with  rock 
and  gravel  under  the  plank,  and  also  covered  with  rock  and  gravel 
on  the  top  of  the  plank,  sufficient  to  keep  the  dam  safe  and  tight ; 
and  to  have  the  dam  finished  by  the  15th  of  September  next ; 
and  to  warrant  the  whole  dam  to  continue  a  close  and  tight  dam 
up  to  its  proper  height,  for  one  year  after  the  time  it  is  finished. 
To  all  this  the  said  Brandon  agrees  to  do  and  perform.  In  con- 
sideration of  the  above  engagement  by  the  said  Brandon,  the  said 
McKee,  of  the  second  part,  promises  to  pay  the  said  Brandon  one 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  when  the  work  is  done,  and  twelve 
months  thereafter  to  pay  him  fifty  dollars  more,  with  interest,  and 
make  to  him  a  general  warrantee  deed  to  a  piece  of  land  which 
lines  on  the  north  side  of  section  sixteen,  in  township  thirty-five 
north,  range  ten  east,  and  is  to  run  north  from  said  line  eight  rods, 
and  to  lie  between  Bluff  and  Broadway  streets,  as  the  said  streets 
have  been  laid  off  by  Jeddiah  Woolley.  To  all  this  the  said 
McKee  engages  and  binds  himself  to  do,  provided  the  said  dam 
continues  a  good  dam  as  above  described.  In  witness  whereof, 
we,  the  parties  aforesaid,  interchangeably  set  our  hands  and  seals, 
each  one  retaining  a  copy. 

"C,  W.  BEANDON,  JE.  [seal.] 
"  In  presence  of  "JAS.  McKEE,  [seal.]" 

"Israel  Brown, 

"Daniel  Clement." 

The  declaration  contained  five  counts,  each  setting  out  the  arti- 
cles of  agreement  in  hcec  verba.  The  first  count  alleged  perform- 
ance of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  second  count  alleged  that  the  defendant  extended  the  time 
for  the  completion  of  the  dam  to  the  15th  of  October,  within 
which  time  the  plaintiff  completed  it,  and  contained  specific  aver- 
ments of  the  performance  of  each  item  of  his  part  of  the  agreement ; 
and  averred  that  the  dam  remained  a  "  good,  close  and  tight  dam 
up  to  its  proper  height  for  one  year,"  &c. 

The  third  count  averred  the  extension  of  time  to  the  15th  of  Octo- 
ber, and  that  "during  the  progress  of  the  building  and  completing 
of  said  dam,  and  while  said  plaintiff'  was  at  work  on  the  same, 
the  said  defendant  was  present,  and  did  direct  and  designate  the 
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rock  and  gravel  and  otlier  materials  wliich  said  defendant  desired 
to  have  used  in  the  building  and  making  of  said  dam,  and  did 
direct  the  said  plaintiff  to  use  the  same  in  the  building  of  said  dam." 
And  averred  "  that  he  did  use  the  materials,  so  designated  by  the  . 
said  defendant,  in  and  about  the  building  and  completing  of  said 
dam  ;  and  that  he  did  finish  and  complete  said  dam  by  said  time 
so  extended,  in  manner  and  form,  and  with  the  materials  specified 
in  said  contract,  and  designated  as  aforesaid,  by  said  defendant, 
and  that  said  dam  did  continue  as  close  and  tight  a  dam  as  could 
be  made  with  said  materials." 

The  fourth  count  set  forth,  the  extension  of  time,  as  aforesaid, 
and  averred  that  "  from  the  twenty-fourth  day  of  July,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-four,  to  the 
fifteenth  day  of  October  then  next  following,  the  said  defendant,  in 
person,  did  frequently  point  out  to  the  said  plaintiff  where  to  get 
the  materials  for  the  building  of  said  dam,  to  wit,  the  rock  and 
gravel,  and  requested,  ordered  and  directed  the  said  plaintiff  to 
put  into  said  dam,  and  to  make  use  of  said  materials  in  the  building 
and  constructing  of  said  dam,  to  wit,  the  rock  and  gravel  which 
were  so  pointed  out,  ordered  and  directed  by  him,  the  said  defend- 
ant, as  aforesaid ; "  and  that  he  fulfilled  and  performed  his  con- 
tract [stating  the  particular  acts  done],  and  "  warranted  the  same 
to  be  and  continue  a  close  and  tight  dam  up  to  its  proper  height 
for  one  year  after  it  was  finished ;"  and  that  "  he  put  into  the  dam 
the  rock  and  gravel  pointed  out,  ordered  and  directed  to  him  "  by 
McKee,  the  defendant. 

The  fifth  count  avers  that  "  in  pursuance  of  the  said  articles  of 
agreement  he  commenced  building  and  constructing  said  dam,  to 
wit,  on  the  twenty-fourth  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-four,  and  did  work  on,  build  and 
construct  said  dam  with  such  materials,  and  in  the  manner  men- 
tioned in  said  articles  of  agreement,  and  continued  to  build  and 
construct  said  dam  for,  and  during,  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  until 
the  first  day  of  September  then  next  following,  on  which  last  men- 
tioned day  the  said  defendant,  in  his  own  proper  person,  came  to  the 
said  plaintiff,  on  the  said  work  and  dam,  and  requested,  ordered 
and  directed  the  said  plaintiff  to  suspend  working  on  said  dam,  for 
a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  until  the  fifteenth  day  of  the  then 
present  month  of  September ;  and  the  said  plaintiff,  further  saith, 
that  the  said  defendant  did  then  and  there  threaten  him,  said  plaint- 
iff, with  personal  harm  and  violence,  if  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  did 
continue  to  work  on  said  dam,  and  if  he  did  not  leave  and  suspend 
working  on  said  dam,  as  above  mentioned ;  and  that  the  said 
defendant  then  and  there  enticed  away  and  drove  off  from  said  work 
and  dam  the  hands  and  laborers  of  him,  the  said  plaintiff,  and  the 
said  plaintiff  saith  that  the  said  defendant  did  then  and  there  say 
and  declare  unto  him,  said  plaintiff,  that  by  leaving  and  suspend- 


342  JUNE  TERM,  1840. 


McKee  v.  Brandon. 


ing  said  work,  on  said  dam,  as  aforesaid,  no  manner  of  advantage 
would  or  should  be  taken  by  him,  said  defendant,  if  he,  the  said 
plaintiff,  did  not  complete  and  finish  said  dam  by  and  within  the 
time  mentioned  in  said  articles  of  agreement ;  and  that  the  time  for 
completing  and  finishing  thereof  should  and  would  be  extended 
by  him,  said  defendant ;  and  the  said  plaintiff"  avers  that  the  time 
for  completing  and  finishing  said  dam  was  then  and  there  extended 
and  deferred,  for  a  long  space  of  time,  by  the  special  order  and 
direction  of  the  said  defendant,  to  wit,  until  the  fifteenth  day  of 
October  then  next  following,  within  which  said  extension  and 
time  the  said  plaintiff  did  well  and  truly,  according  to  said  articles 
of  agreement,  build,  construct  and  finish  the  same,  and  that  he  did 
suspend  working  on  said  dam  as  he  was  ordered  and  directed  by 
said  defendant,  and  did  well  and  truly  perform  and  fulfill  every- 
thing in  said  articles  of  agreement  and  extension  of  time  above 
mentioned,  on  his  part  to  be  done  and  performed." 

The  breach  alleged  in  each  count  of  the  declaration  was  the 
same,  to  wit,  that  the  defendant  did  not  pay  the  money  or  make 
the  deed  mentioned  in  the  articles  of  agreement. 

The  defendant  filed  fourteen  pleas,  as  follows :  The  first  plea 
is  only  to  the  first  count,  and  alleges  non-performance  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff.  The  second  plea  is  to  the  same  count, 
and  alleges  performance  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  The  third 
plea  is  to  the  second  count,  and  alleges  a  failure  to  perform  the 
covenant,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  within  the  time  of  extension. 
The  fourth,  to  the  same  count,  denies  that  the  time  of  performance 
was  extended.  The  fifth  is  like  the  fourth,  except  that  it  is  to  the 
third  count.  The  sixth  is  to  the  third  count,  and  alleges  that  the 
plaintiff  did  not  designate  the  materials,  and  direct  them  to  be  put 
into  the  dam.  The  seventh  is  like  the  third,  except  that  it  is  only 
to  the  third  count.  The  eighth  is  like  the  fourth,  except  that  it  is 
to  the  fourth  count.  The  ninth,  to  the  fourth  count,  denies  that 
the  plaintiff  frequently  pointed  out  the  materials,  &c.  The  tenth, 
to  the  fourth  count,  denies  that  plaintiff  performed  his  contract 
within  the  time  of  extension  mentioned  in  said  count.  The  eleventh, 
to  the  fourth  count,  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  warrant  the 
dam.  The  twelfth,  to  the  fifth  count,  avers  that  the  defendant  did 
not  request  plaintiff  to  desist  from  working,  nor  did  he  threaten  per- 
sonal violence  to  plaintiff'  if  plaintiff  did  not  desist  from  working 
on  said  dam,  nor  did  he  entice  or  drive  away  plaintiff's  hands. 
The  thirteenth,  to  the  fifth  count,  denies  that  plaintiff  extended 
the  time.  And  the  last,  to  the  fifth  count,  negatives  the  perform- 
ance of  the  contract,  by  the  plaintiff,  within  the  time  limited  in  the 
agreement  to  extend  the  time  for  the  completion  of  the  same.  The 
defendant  took  issue  to  the  country  upon  each  of  these  pleas, 
and  the  cause  was  submitted  to  a  jury.  A  verdict  was  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff  for  $908  damages.  Judgment  was  entered  on  this 
verdict,  and  the  defendant  appealed  to  this  Court. 
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The  cause  was  tried  at  the  September  term,  1837,  of  the  Will 
Circuit  Court,  before  the  Hon.  Jesse  B.  Thomas. 

On  the  trial  of  the  cause  the  following  bills  of  exceptions  were 
taken  :  "Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  trial  of  this  cause  the 
defendant  moved  the  Court  to  instruct  the  jury  as  follows,  viz. : 

"  '  The  Court  will  instruct  the  jury,  that  (if  they  should  find  for 
plaintiff)  the  measure  of  damages,  as  respects  the  land  covenantea 
to  be  conveyed  by  McKee,  is  the  price  of  the  land  agreed  on  by  the 
parties  at  the  making  of  the  contract,  with  legal  interest  thereon; 
but  in  case  the  parties  did  not  fix  the  price  of  the  land  in  making 
the  contract,  then  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  the  contract  was 
made,  with  legal  interest  thereon.'  But  the  Court  refused  to  give 
the  instruction,  and  instructed  the  jury,  that  the  measure  of  damages 
for  the  non-conveyance  of  the  land  in  the  covenant  declared  en 
was  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  it  was  to  be  conveyed. 

"Defendant  moved  the  Court  to  give  instruction  numbered  13, 
which  is  as  follows :  '  That  all  the  issues  formed  by  the  affirmation 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  denial  of  the  defendant,  in  relation  to  defend- 
ant's pointing  out  and  directing  the  rock  and  gravel  to  be  put  into 
the  dam,  are  immaterial  and  to  be  disregarded  by  the  jnry.'  But 
the  Court  refused  to  give  said  instruction. 

"  The  Court  also  instructed  the  jury,  that,  under  the  issues  formed 
upon  the  third  count  of  the  declaration,  the  defendant  had  admitted 
the  plaintiff  had  performed  his  covenant  in  all  respects,  except  as  to 
extending  the  time  of  performance,  and  that  the  defendant  directed 
what  rock,  gravel  and  other  materials  should  be  put  into  the  dam, 
and  that  the  dam  was  as  tight  and  close  as  the  materials  so  desig- 
nated would  admit.  To  the  giving  of  which  instructions  the  defend- 
ant, by  his  counsel,  objected ;  and  to  the  refusal  of  the  Court  to 
give  the  instructions  as  asked,  as  well  as  in  giving  said  instructions, 
the  defendant,  by  his  counsel,  excepts." 

The  errors  assigned  are  as  follows : 

"  First,  The  Court  erred  in  instructing  the  j  ury,  that  the  measure 
of  damages  for  the  non-conveyance  of  the  land  in  the  covenant 
declared  on  was  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  it  was  to  have 
been  conveyed. 

•  "  Secondly,  The  Court  erred  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury 
that  the  measure  of  damages  for  the  non-conveyance  of  the  land 
in  the  covenant  mentioned  was  the  price  of  the  land  agreed  on  by 
the  parties  at  the  making  the  contract,  with  legal  interest  thereon  ; 
but  in  case  the  parties  did  not  fix  the  price  of  the  land  in  the  con- 
tract, then  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  the  contract  was  made, 
with  legal  interest. 

"  Thirdly,  The  Court  erred  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury,  that 
all  the  issues  formed  by  the  affirmation  of  the  plaintiff,  and  denials 
of  the  defendant,  in  relation  to  defendant's  pointing  out  and  direct- 
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ing  the  rock  and  gravel  to  be  put  into  the  dam,  were  immaterial, 
and  to  be  disregarded  by  the  jury. 

"Fourthl}^,  The  Court  erred  in  instructing  the  jury,  that,  under 
the  issues  formed  upon  the  third  count,  the  defendant  had  admitted 
the  plaintiff  had  performed  his  covenants  in  all  respects,  except  as 
to  extending  the  time  of  performance,  and  that  the  defendant  had 
directed  what  rock,  gravel  and  other  materials  should  be  put  into 
the  dam,  and  that  the  dam  was  as  tight  and  close  as  the  materials 
so  designated  would  admit." 

Wm.  Thomas,  for  the  appellant. 

T.  Ford  and  Giles  Spring,  for  the  appellee 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 

"We  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  in  this  cause  should  be 
affirmed.  We  do  not  perceive  any  error  in  the  instructions  given, 
by  the  Circuit  Court. 

The  rule  was  correctly  laid  down,  that  the  measure  of  damages 
for  the  non-conveyance  of  the  land  was  the  value  of  the  land  at 
the  time  it  was  to  be  conveyed. (a) 

The  instructions  that  were  refused  to  be  given  in  reference  to  the 
defendant's  pointing  out  and  directing  the  rock  and  gravel  to  be  put 
into  the  dam,  and  that  the  same  was  immaterial,  were  correctly 
withheld. 

The  instructions  that  were  given  on  the  evidence  adduced,  under 
the  issues  formed  upon  the  third  count  of  the  declaration,  were 
proper,  and  no  objection  is  perceived  as  to  their  accuracy. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

[a]  Buckmaster  v.  Grundy,  1  Scam.  R.,  313,  and  note  a  ;  Major  v.  Dunnavant.  25  111- 
R..  262. 


Arthue  McFaeland  and  William  McFaeland,  appel- 
lants, V.  Chaeles  Lewis  and  Edwaed  H.  Chapman, 
appellees. 

Appeal  from  Warren. 

Where  upon  the  trial  of  an  action  between  two  firms,  upon  a  note  made  by  one 
firm  and  payable  to  the  other,  the  plaintiffs  produced  the  note  in  evidence,  but 
omitted  to  prove  the  copartnership  of  the  defendants ;  and  thereupon  the  defend- 
ants introduced  in  evidence  a  note  which  they  had  paid  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  a  receipt 
which  had  been  given  to  them  in  their  copartnersliip  name,  by  the  plaintifts:  Held, 
that  by  so  doing,  the  defendants  admitted  their  partnership. 

On  the  trial  of  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  by  the  payees  against  the  makers,  a 
receipt  was  produced  in  evidence  by  the  defendants,  dated  on  the  same  day  the  note 
was  made,  showing  the  receipt  of  a  sum  of  money  by  the  plaintiffs,  which  they  agreed 
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to  endorse  on  the  note  of  the  defendants.  Thereupon  the  clerk  of  the  pliiintifTs  testified 
that  that  payment  was  indorsed  by  direction  of  the  plaintiffs  on  two  other  notes  of  tlio 
defendants  I'leUl  by  the  plaintiffs  at  that  time,  one  dated  in  April,  1837,  and  one  in  May 
or  June  following ;  that  he  had  never  seen  the  receipt  before,  but,  from  his  knowledge 
of  the  transactions  between  the  parties,  ho  had  no  doubt  the  money  was  applied  as 
stated.  The  defendants  then  presented  to  said  witness  a  note  made  by  them  to  the 
plaintitfs,  dated  in  April,  1837,  unon  which  was  indorsed  a  credit  of  the  balance  due  on 
the  note.  The  witness  stated  tliat  this  was  one  of  the  notes  upon  which  the  money 
mentioned  in  the  receipt  was  credited,  and  that  he  had  never  heard  the  defendants  say 
anytliing  on  the  8u()ject.  The  defendant  then  moved  the  Court  to  exclude  the  evidence 
of  the  witness  from  the  jury.  This  motion  was  overruled,  and  judgment  rendered  for 
the  plaintitfs.  Held,  that  the  decision  of  the  Court  was  correct,  and  that  the  evidence 
was  admissible  as  nart  of  the  res  gestw. 

The  law  is  well  settled,  that  where  a  debtor  makes  a  payment,  without  specifying  to 
wiiat  debt  it  shall  be  applied,  the  creditor  has  a  right  to  select  the  debt  on  which  he 
will  give  the  credit. 

Semlt/e,  That  parol  evidence  would  not  be  admissible  to  prove  the  application  of  a  sum 
of  money  paid  by  a  defendant,  by  indorsement  on  a  note  held  against  him  by  the 
plaintiff,  without  the  production  of  the  note,  or  showing  some  legal  reason  for  not  pro- 
ducing it. 

A.  Williams,  for  the  appellants. 

0.  H.  Browning,  for  the  appellees. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
The  record  in  this  case  is  very  imperfectly  made  out.  It  con- 
tains neither  the  declaration  nor  the  plea.  The  facts  appear  to 
be  that  Lewis  &  Chapman,  partners  in  trade,  commenced  a  suit 
on  a  note  of  hand  against  Arthur  and  William  McFarland,  part- 
ners, trading  under  the  firm  of  A.  McFarland  &  Son.  After  issue 
joined  a  jury  was  impanneled  to  try  the  cause.  On  the  trial  the 
plaintiffs  below  offered  a  note  in  evidence,  of  which  the  following 
is  a  copy,  to  wit : 

"  $932.66.  St.  Louis,  September  27,  1837. 

"  Four  months  after  date  we  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of 
Lewis  &  Chapman  nine  hundred  thirty-two  -^-fy\  dollars,  for  value 
received.  A.  McFARLAND  &  SON." 

On  which  note  were  endorsed  several  payments. 

To  the  reading  of  this  note  the  defendants  objected,  but  the 
Court  permitted  it  to  be  read  to  the  jury,  together  with  the  credits 
indorsed  thereon. 

The  plaintiffs  then  proved,  by  a  witness,  that  the  plaintiffs  were, 
at  the  date  of  said  note,  partners,  trading  in  St.  Louis,  under  the 
style  of  Lewis  k  Chapman,  and  rested  their  cause. 

The  defendants  then  read  in  evidence  the  following  receipt,  to 
wit: 

"  $447.  Saint  Louis,  September  27,  1837. 

"Rec.  of  A.  McFarland  &  Son  four  hundred  and  forty-seven 
dollars,  which  we  will  endorse  on  their  note  held  by  us. 

"LEWIS  &  CHAPMAN." 
Vol.  II.  44 
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The  plaintiffs  then  recalled  their  witness,  and  proved  by  him  that, 
at  the  time  said  receipt  was  given,  he  was  living  with  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  capacity  of  clerk,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  at  that  time  held 
two  other  notes  on  the  defendants,  one  dated  in  April,  1837,  and 
the  other  in  May  or  June,  1887,  and  that,  by  the  direction  of  the 
plaintiffs,  he  endorsed  the  money  for  which  said  receipt  was  given 
upon  the  two  last  mentioned  notes.  That  he  credited  on  the 
note  dated  in  April,  so  much  as  balanced  and  satisfied  that  note, 
and  credited  the  remainder  of  the  money,  for  which  said  receipt 
was  given,  on  the  note  dated  in  May  or  June.  That  he  had  never 
seen  the  receipt  until  to-day,  but,  from  the  knowledge  he  had  of 
the  transactions  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants,  he  had 
no  doubt  the  money  specified  in  said  receipt  was  applied  as  above 
stated.  The  defendants  then  exhibited  to  said  witness  the  follow- 
ing note  and  indorsement,  to  wit : 

"$1,061.74.     Four  months  after  date  we  promise  to  pay  to  the 
order  of  Lewis  &  Chapman  ten  hundred  and  sixty-one  j^j-  dollars, 
for  value  rec'd,  without  defalcation.     St.  Louis,  April  5,  1837. 
"AETHUE  McPAELAND  &  SON." 


'■June  20,  1837.     Eec'd  on  within  note, 

"LEWIS  &  CHAPMAN. 

"  270— Eec'd  on  within  note,  $270.     July  5,  1837. 

"Eec'd  on  the  within,  fortj-five  -^-^  dollars.     Ax\g.  30,  1837. 

"  Eec'd  on  the  within,  $346^.     Sept.  25,  1837." 

and  asked  him  if  that  was  one  of  the  notes  on  which  a  part  of 
the  money  in  said  receipt  mentioned  was  credited,  and  he  answered 
that  it  was.  The  witness  further  stated  that  he  had  never  heard 
defendants  say  anything  upon  the  subject  of  said  receipt.  The 
defendants  then  moved  the  Court  to  exclude  the  evidence  of  said 
witness  from  the  jury,  which  the  Court  refused,  and  the  jury  found 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  on  which  the  Court  below  ;:endered 
judgment. 

The  errors  assigned  are,  in  admitting  the  note  offered  by  the 
plaintiffs  below  to  be  read  to  the  jury,  and  in  refusing  to  exclude 
from  the  jury  so  much  of  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiffs  below  as 
relates  to  the  receipt  offered  in  evidence  by  the  defendants  below. 

The  first  assignment  of  error  is  based  upon  the  supposition  that 
before  the  note  could  be  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury  it  was  neces- 
sary for  the  plaintiffs  below  to  prove  that  the  defendants  were 
partners,  trading  under  the  firm  of  A.  McFarland  &  Son. 

Whether  this  objection  would  have  been  good,  had  the  bill  of 
exceptions  contained  nothing  more,  it  is  unnecessary  to  decide. 
The  defendants  below,  by  presenting  a  note  in  evidence  which 
they  had  paid  to  the  plaintiffs,  executed  in  the  same  way  as  the 
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note  sued  on,  and  reading  in  evidence  a  receipt  for  money,  given 
to  them  in  the  name  of  their  firm,  have  admitted  that  they  were 
partner's  in  trade.     This  admission  was  a  waiver  of  the  objection. (1) 

The  Court  below  decided  correctly  in  refusing  to  exclude  the 
testimony  of  the  witness.  The  law  is  well  settled,  that,  where  a 
debtor  makes  a  payment,  without  specifying  on  what  debt  it  shall 
be  applied,  the  creditor  has  a  right  to  select  the  debt  on  which  he 
will  give  the  credit,(a)  The  receipt  given  in  evidence  did  not 
designate  any  particular  note ;  it  was  therefore  optional  with  the 
plaintiffs  below,  if  they  possessed  more  than  one  note,  to  apply 
the  payment  to  either  of  them,  and  it  was  highly  proper  to  apply  the 
credit  on  the  oldest  note.  The  objection  to  this  testimony  was, 
that  the  credit  was  made  by  order  of  the  plaintiffs  below,  and 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  defendants,  and  consequently  it  was 
liable  to  the  objection,  that  it  is  evidence  made  by  the  plaintiffs 
themselves.  This  objection  is  untenable.  Although  the  witness 
was  not  present  when  the  receipt  was  given,  yet  it  is  fairl}'-  pre- 
sumable that  paying  the  money,  giving  the  receipt,  and  the 
instructions  to  the  clerk  to  credit  the  notes  with  the  amount  of  the 
payment,  were  all  simultaneous  acts,  and  consequently  the  evi- 
dence was  admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gestae.  Had  the  objection 
been  that  parol  evidence  was  inadmissible,  without  the  production 
of  the  note  itself  on  which  the  credit  was  given,  it  might  have 
been  good ;  but  such  an  objection  was  waived  by  the  production 
by  the  defendants  of  one  of  the  notes  on  which  the  witness  testified 
a  part  of  the  money  had  been  credited.  The  discrepancy  between 
the  date  of  the  receipt  and  the  date  of  the  credit  on  the  note  went 
to  the  credibility  of  the  witness,  and  not  to  his  admissibility. 

It  was  no  objection  to  the  admissibility  of  this  testimony  that 
only  a  part  of  the  receipt  was  credited  on  the  note  produced.  If 
the  defendants  below  desired  the  balance  of  the  receipt  to  be 
applied  to  the  note  sued  on,  they  should  have  asked  the  Court  for 
instructions  to  the  jury  to  that  effect,  and  then,  if  the  plaintiffs  had 
not  produced  the  note  dated  in  May  or  June,  1837,  or  shown  some 
legal  reason  for  its  non-produciion,  the  defendants  would  have 
been  entitled  to  the  instructions. 

We  have  no  doubt,  however,  that  justice  was  done,  as  there  is 
but  little  probability  that  the  payment  made  on  the  27th  of  Sep* 
tember,  1837,  was  intended  to  be  applied  on  a  note  executed  on 
the  same  day,  and  payable  four  months  thereafter. 

The  judgment  is  atiirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(1)  Jackson  ex  dcm  Hills  v.  Tuttle,  7  Cowen,  384  ;  Exparte  Jones  et  al.,  8  Cowen,  123. 
(a)  Jackson  v.  Bailey,  i'l  111.  R.,  159,  and  note. 
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"Russell  Wheelee,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Joseph  Shields, 
defendant  in  error. 

Error  to    Will 

In  an  action  for  slander,  it  is  no  justification  that  the  defendant,  at  the  time  he  spoke  the 
slanderous  words,  accompanied  them  with  an  explanation  that  such  was  the  common 
report,  and  that  he  spoke  the  words  as  merely  giving  the  report. (a) 

Where  a  Dedimus,  or  Commission  to  take  depositions,  is  not  directed  to  particular  per- 
sons, as  Commissioners,  if  the  depositions  are  taken  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  hia 
official  character  should  be  ceititied  under  the  seal  of  a  court  of  record,  in  the  place 
where  the  depositions  are  taken,  or  under  tlie  great  seal  of  the  State.  But  the  admis- 
sion in  evidence  of  depositions  not  so  certified  cannot  be  assigned  for  error,  where 
their  contents  do  not  relate  to  matters  material  to  the  point  in  issue. 

In  an  action  for  slander,  where  the  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  depositions  proving 
the  good  character  of  the  plaintiff  were  admitted  in  evidence,  on  the  trial,  though 
not  certified  according  to  law  :  Held,  that  as  they  related  to  a  fact  not  in  issue,  their 
admission  could  not  be  assigned  for  error. 

To  induce  the  granting  of  a  new  trial,  there  should  be  strong  probable  grounds  to  believe 
that  the  merits  of  the  case  have  not  been  fully  and  fairly  tried,  and  that  injustice 
has  been  done. 

This  cause  was  tried  at  the  October  term,  1836,  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Cook  county,  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Ford  and  a  jury, 
and  a  verdict  rendered  for  the  defendant  below.  A  new  trial  was 
granted,  and  the  venue  of  the  cause  changed  to  Will  county,  where 
the  cause  was  tried  at  the  January  terra,  1838,  of  the  Will  Circuit 
Court,  before  the  Hon.  John  Pearson  and  a  jury.  Verdict  and 
judgment  were  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  below,  for  $1,000  and 
costs. 

It  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions  that  the  cause  was  set  for 
trial  on  the  first  day  of  the  January  term,  1838,  of  the  Will  Cir- 
cuit Court,  but  was  tried  on  the  second  day  of  said  term.  After 
the  jury  were  called,  but  before  they  were  sworn,  the  defendant's 
counsel  excepted  orally  to  the  depositions  taken  in  this  cause. 
The  defendant  objected  to  the  deposition  of  John  K.  Finley,  read 
on  a  former  trial  of  this  cause  without  objection,  for  the  reason 
that  the  said  deposition  did  not  appear  to  have  been  signed  by  the 
deponent,  Finley ;  also  to  the  deposition  of  Samuel  Nichols,  read 
on  the  former  trial  without  objections,  on  the  ground  that  the  official 
character  of  the  officer  taking  the  same  was  not  certified  to  under 
the  seal  of  the  proper  court  of  record  of  the  county  or  city  where 
such  deposition  was  taken.  The  deposition  appears  to  have  been 
taken  before  "Harry  Slade,  justice  of  the  peace  for  Buffalo  and 
Erie  county,  State  of  New  York;"  and  there  was  no  certificate 
that  said  Slade  was  a  justice  of  the  peace,  attached  to  said  depo- 
sition. The  same  objection  was  made  to  the  certificate  of  James 
Fitz  Gribbon,  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  Home  District,  Upper 

(a)  McKee  v.  Ingalls,  4  Scam.  R.,  33,  and  note. 
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Canada,  who  merely  stated  that  the  witnesses  were  sworn  to,  and 
the  depositions  signed  by  them  before  him,  there  being  no  certifi- 
cate of  any  one  that  he  was  a  justice  of  the  peace.  The  same 
objection  was  made  to  the  reading  of  the  depositions  taken  before 
Henry  Warren,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  St.  Thomas,  in  London 
District,  Upper  Canada,  in  1837,  who  stated  that  the  witnesses 
were  sworn  to,  and  subscribed  the  depositions  before  him.  There 
was  no  certificate  that  said  Warren  was  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
attached  to  said  depositions.  The  same  objection  was  made  to  the 
deposition  of  Henry  Yethake,  taken  before  B.  Gerhard,  a  justice 
of  the  peace  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  and  State  of  Pennsylvania, 
who  certified  that  said  Vethake  was  duly  sworn,  &c.,  to  said  deposi- 
tion. But  there  was  no  certificate  of  any  one,  that  said  Gerhard 
was  a  justice  of  the  peace,  attached  to  the  deposition.  The  same 
objection  was  made  to  the  deposition  taken  before  William  Everett, 
a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  county  of  Warren,  in  the  State  of 
Mississippi,  who  stated  that  the  witnesses  were  duly  sworn,  &c., 
before  him.  To  the  deposition  is  attached  a  certificate  of  Elbridge 
G.  Walker,  clerk  of  the  Probate  Court  of  the  county  of  Warren, 
in  the  State  of  Mississippi,  by  Charles  Sheldon,  his  deputy,  certify- 
ing, under  the  seal  of  said  Court,  •'  that  said  William  Everett  is, 
and  was  at  the  time  of  signing  the  same,  an  acting  justice  of  the 
peace,  in  and  for  said  county,  duly  commissioned  and  sworn."  All 
of  these  objections  were  overruled  by  the  Court;  to  which  decision 
the  defendant  excepted.  When  the  evidence  and  arguments  of 
both  parties  were  closed,  the  defendant  moved,  amongst  other  instruc- 
tions, the  following,  to  wit,  "  That  if  the  jury  believe,  from  the  evi- 
dence, that  at  the  time  he  (the  said  defendant)  spoke  the  words 
proved,  he  accompanied  them  with  an  explanation,  that  this  was 
the  common  report  in  St.  Thomas,  Upper  Canada ;  and  that  he 
spoke  the  words  as  merely  giving  the  report,  that  the  declaration  is 
not  sustained ;"  which  instruction  was  refused  by  ^the  Court,  to 
which  refusal  the  defendant  excepted. 

It  also  appeared  from  the  bill  of  exceptions  that  the  following 
rule  of  practice  was  adopted  at  the  June  term,  1887,  of  said 
Court,  to  wit,  "  8th  Rule.  All  exceptions  to  depositions,  unless  for 
irrelevancy  or  incompetency,  shall  be  in  writing,  and  filed  with  the 
depositions  as  soon  as  practicable  after  they  shall  be  opened." 

Giles  Spring  and  G.  Goodrich,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

J.  M.  Strode  and  S.  A.  Douglass,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages,  by  Shields,  of 

Wheeler,  for  charging  him  with  having  murdered  his  wife  in  the 

town  of  Vicksburgh,  Mississippi. 
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The  declaration  contains  two  counts ;  the  first  charging  the 
-words  to  have  been  spoken  by  Wheeler,  in  pursuance  of  certain 
information  he  had  received  of  a  third  person,  communicating  the 
fact  that  a  person,  supposed  to  be  Shields,  had  committed  the  act; 
that  Shields  answered  the  description,  both  by  profession  and 
description,  and  intimating  that  Shields  was  the  person  who  had 
perpetrated  the  act. 

The  second  count  charges  Wheeler  with  having  alleged  distinctly, 
that  "  Shields  murdered  his  wife  in  Yicksburgh,  and  that  he  meant 
to  prove  it." 

Wheeler  pleaded  the  general  issue.  A  verdict  was  found  for 
the  plaintiff.  Motion  for  new  trial  below  and  refused.  Two  excep- 
tions were  taken  on  the  trial ;  one  for  the  refusal  to  reject  certain 
depositions  read  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  on  the  trial 
in  the  Circuit  Court ;  the  other  for  the  refusal  to  give  certain  instruc- 
tions praj^ed  for  by  the  defendant,  Wheeler's  counsel. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  depositions 
contained  in  the  record  were  the  only  evidence  adduced  on  the 
trial  of  the  cause.  The  speaking  of  the  words  charged  must  have 
been  proved  by  other  evidence  than  the  facts  contained  in  the  depo- 
sitions, which  seem  to  be  silent  as  to  that  portion  of  the  case. 

It  is,  then,  apparent,  that  this  Court  has  not  the  means  of  deter- 
mining whether  or  not,  on  all  the  evidence  given  in  the  cause,  the 
Circuit  Court  erred  in  refusing  to  grant  a  new  trial.  Consequently 
we  cannot  disturb  the  judgment  of  the  Court  on  that  ground. 

In  reference  to  the  exceptions  to  the  depositions  introduced  by 
the  plaintiff  on  the  trial  in  the  Circuit  Court,  it  is  apparent,  that 
where  the  commissions  were  not  directed  to  particular  persons  as 
commissioners,  to  take  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses,  in  such 
cases,  the  character  of  the  magistrate,  certifying  the  taking  of  the 
depositions,  should  also  have  been  proven  by  the  certificate  of  the 
proper  officer  of  a  court  of  record  in  the  place  where  the  deposi- 
tions were  taken,  or  by  a  certificate  under  the  great  seal  of  the 
State. 

The  admission  of  the  depositions  not  thus  certified,  however, 
does  not  affect  the  merits  of  the  case.  On  looking  into  those  depo- 
sitions, they  are  found  to  relate  to  matters  not  directly  material  to 
the  point  in  issue.  That  point  is  the  speakmg  of  the  words,  which 
the  defendant  only  denied  in  his  plea  of  the  general  issue. 

These  depositions  relate  almost  exclusively  to  the  general  good 
character  of  the  plaintiff".  Shields,  and  that  fact  was  not  necessary 
to  sustain  the  action ;  and  was  supererogatory,  because  the  defend- 
ant had  not  attacked  his  character  in  his  defense. 

The  proof  might  possibly  be  proper,  to  increase  the  damages, 
but  was  unessential  to  maintain  the  action. 

The  admission  then  of  such  of  these  depositions  as  were  defect- 
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ively  certified,  considering  the  character  of  the  proof,  is  not 
esteemed  of  importance  sufficient  to  disturb  the  judgment. 

The  refusal  of  the  judge  to  give  the  instruction,  "That  if  the 
jury  beheved  from  the  evidence,  that  at  the  time  the  defendant 
spoke  the  words  proved,  he  accompanied  them  with  an  explanation, 
that  this  was  the  common  report  in  St,  Thoma,s,  Upper  Canada ; 
and  that  he  spoke  the  words  as  merely  giving  the  report,  that  the 
declaration  is  not  sustained,"  was  correct.  This  could  be  no  justi- 
fication, had  the  defendant  even  pleaded  a  justification  of  that  char- 
acter; hxxt  the  instruction  asked  was  irrelevant,  because  nothing 
was  in  issue  but  the  question  whether  the  defendant  spoke  the 
words  charged  or  not. 

To  induce  tlie  granting  of  a  new  trial,  there  should  be  strong 
probable  grounds  to  believe  that  the  merits  of  the  case  have  not 
been  fully  and  fairly  tried,  and  that  injustice  has  been  done.(l) 

These  reasons  apply  in  peculiar  force  in  actions  of  slander,  and 
ought  to  have  their  full  weight. 

The  whole  grounds  have  been  attentively  considered,  and  we 
can  come  to  no  other  conclusion  than  to  affirm  the  judgment. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(1)  1  Bos.  &  Pul.,  339;  2  T.  R.,  4;  8  Wend.,  672;  5  Jobns.,  138;  2  Caiues,  90;  3 
Johns.,  532. 


Chaeles  L.  Harmon  and  Hoeatio  Gt.  Loomis,  appellants, 
V.  William  T.  Thoentojst,  appellee. 

Appeal  from  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Chicago. 

Upon  the  overruling  of  a  demurrer  to  a  declaration,  if  the  defendant  pleads  over,  he 
thereby  waives  his  demurrer,  and  all  objections  to  the  declaration. (a) 

A  declaration  against  the  assignors,  upon  an  assigned  promissory  note,  that  sets  out  the 
making  and  endorsing  of  the  note,  and  that  the  makers  were  insolvent  when  the  note 
became  due,  is  sufficient. 

Where  a  cause  is  submitted  to  the  Court  below  for  trial,  without  the  intervention  of  a 
jury,  the  decision  of  that  Court,  upon  the  weight  and  effect  of  the  evidence,  will  not 
be  reversed,  unless  it  palpably  appear  that  the  character  of  the  testimony  was  miscon- 
ceived. 

In  an  action  against  the  assignors  of  a  promissory  note,  the  bill  of  exceptions, 
which  purported  to  set  out  the  evidence,  did  not  state  that  the  note  was  read  in 
evidence  ;  but  the  clerk  of  the  Court  below  certified,  that  the  original  note  was 
among  the  papers  on  file  in  the  cause ;  Held,  that,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  did 
not  state  that  all  the  evidence  was  contained  it,  and  as  it  did  not  appear  that 
any  objection  was  made  in  the  Court  below  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence, 
on  the  ground  of  the  non-production  of  the  original  note,  an  objection  to  the 
decision  of  the  Court  below,  on  this  account,  could  not  be  sustained  in  the  appellate 
Court. 

The  law  is  well  settled,  that  if  an  objection,  which  is  of  such  a  nature  that  it  might  have 
been  removed  by  further  evidence,  is  not  taken  and  not  persisted  in  on  the  trial  of  the 
cause,  it  cannot  be  taken  in  the  appellate  Court. (i) 

In  an  action  against  the  assignor  of  a  promissory  note,  the  record  of  a  suit  against  the 


[a]  Buckmaster  v.  Grundy,  1  Scam.  E.,  312,  and  note 
{b)  Cluser  v.  Stone,  29  111.  R.,  115  ;  Graham  v.  Anderi 


•son,  42111.  R.,  517,  and  cases  cited. 
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makers  is  admissible  in  evidence,  to  show  diligence  by  the  institution  and  prosecution 
of  a  suit  agaiust  them. 
Where  both  law  and  fact  are  submitted  to  the  Court  for  trial,  without  the  intervention  of 
a  jury,  and  a  bill  of  exceptions  is  taken  to  the  final  judgment  of  the  Court,  the 
Supreme  Court  will  presume,  if  the  evidence  contained  in  the  bill  of  exceptions 
does  not  sustain  the  judgment,  that  other  sufficient  evidence  was  produced  in  the 
Court  below,  unless  it  is  expressly  stated  in  the  bill  that  all  the  evidence  is  contained 
therein,  (a)  , 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  instituted  in  the  Municipal 
Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  by  the  appellee  against  the  appel- 
lants, as  assignors  of  the  following  promissory  note: 

"  $2060-^\.  Chicago,  August  23c?,  1836. 

"  Twelve  months  from  date,  we  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of 
Harmon  &  Loomis,  two  thousand  and  sixty  -^-^-^  dollars,  at  the 
Branch  of  the  State  Bank  of  Illinois  in  Chicago,  lor  value  received. 

"RAYNOR  &  DORWIK" 

Upon  the  back  of  which  note,  there  were  the  following  endorse- 
ments : 

"  HARMOisr  &  Loomis." 
"A.  Clybourne." 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  September  term,  1838,  before  the 
Hon.  Thomas  Ford,  without  a  jury. 

It  appears,  from  the  bill  of  exceptions  taken  on  the  trial  of  the  cause 
in  the  Court  below,  that  it  was  proved  in  evidence  by  the  records 
of  the  Court  ihat,  at  the  November  term,  1837,  of  the  Municipal 
Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  the  appellee  recovered  a  judgment  on 
said  note,  for  the  sum  of  two  thousand  and  ninety-one  dollars  and 
forty-seven  cents,  damages  and  costs  of  suit,  against  Jacob  Ray- 
nor,  impleaded  with  Philo  Dorwin  (service  of  process  not  being 
had  on  Dorwin);  that  on  the  21st  of  December,  1837,  there  issued 
from  said  court  an  execution  in  said  cause  against  said  Raynor, 
and  that  said  execution  was  returned  March  22d,  1838,  with  the 
following  endorsement  thereon,  to  wit : 

"Rec'd  Jan.  10th,  1838,  at  2  o'clock  p.  m."  "No  property 
found  in  my  bailiwick,  whereon  to  levy  this  execution. 

"  JOHN  SHRIGLEY,  High  Constable, 
"  March  22d,  1838.  by  S.  J.  Lowe,  Dept.  High  Const:' 

To  the  admission  of  which  proofs  the  appellants  objected,  which 
objection  was  overruled  by  the  Court.  It  appeared  by  the  testi- 
mony of  Hugh  Henderson,  that  Philo  Dorwin  left  Juliet,  in  Will 
county,  the  last  of  April,  1837  ;  that  he  stated  he  was  going  to  stop 
at  Alton,  in  this  State,  but  did  not,  as  witness  afterwards  learned  ; 
that  a  letter  was  received  from  him  by  witness,  dated  at  some 
place  in  Kentucky,  on  or  about  the  last  of  May,  1837,  and  that  his 
family  was  then  with  him ;    that  on  the  last  of  July  or  first  of 

(a)  Rogers  v.  Hall,  3  Scam.  R.,  7. 
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August,  1837,  witness  received  anotber  letter  from  Dorwin,  dated 
somewhere  in  Ohio,  where  witness  understood  Dorwin  still  lived ; 
that  he  left  this  State, — witness  cannot  say  that  he  absconded  ; 
but  before  the  1st  of  August,  1837,  in  Will  county  all  his  estate 
had  been  attached  for  debts,  and  that  it  was  insufficient  to  satisfy 
the  debts  appearing  to  be  due  from  him  ;  that  said  Dorwin  had  not 
been  in  this  State  since  he  left  it  in  the  spring  of  1837,  to  the 
knowledge  of  witness,  and  that  witness  was  counsel  for  said  Dor- 
win, and  had  received  three  or  four  letters  from  him,  on  business, 
in  Juliet,  since  his  departure. 

The  defendants  proved,  by  Jacob  Raynor,  that  on  the  3d  of 
August,  1837,  he  owned,  in  the  county  of  Will,  two  hundred  and 
forty  acres  of  land,  for  which  he  paid  $15  per  acre,  and  several 
lots  in  the  town  of  Juliet ;  that  he  held,  and  still  holds,  a  receipt 
from  Messrs.  Harmon  &  Loomis,  for  $1,300,  and  also  a  bond  for 
the  conveyance  of  property  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  note  of 
$4,000,  which  property  is  worth  from  $2,000  to  $4,000,  and  all  of 
which  he  now  owns,  except  the  two  hundred  and  forty  acres 
of  land  which  he  sold  in  payment  for  a  debt  in  October,  1837  ; 
that  he  owed,  on  the  8d  of  August,  1837,  $9,000  or  $10,000,  besides 
bonds  and  mortgages  to  secure  the  purchase-money  of  property 
purchased  by  him,  one  of  $30,000  and  one  of  $10,000,  and  that 
the  $30,000  mortgage  he  had  made  arrangements  to  pay,  by  giving 
up  the  property  in  discharge  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  ;  that  since 
July,  1837,  he  had  paid  executions  to  the  amount  of  about  $3,000  ; 
that  if  he  could  sell  his  property  for  what  he  gave  for  it,  he  could 
pay  his  debts,  and  that  he  had  offered,  before  the  commencement 
of  the  suit  against  him  and  Dorwin,  to  the  attorneys  therein,  to 
give  property  to  satisfy  the  note  of  Thornton ;  and  that  after  judg- 
ment was  obtained  against  him  by  Thornton,  he  informed  Thornton's 
attorneys  that  he  had  property  in  the  town  of  Juliet,  in  Will  county, 
but  did  not  tell  them  what  property  it  was, 

James  Grant,  for  the  plaintiff,  testified,  that  in  August  and'  Jan- 
uary last,  Jacob  Raynor  was  not  considered  good ;  generally 
believed  he  had  failed  in  business,  but  could  not  say  he  was  insol- 
vent. 

Mr.  Lowe,  sworn  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  testified,  that  he 
called  on  Jacob  Raynor  for  the  money,  with  the  execution  offered 
in  evidence  in  this  case,  and  received  for  answer  that  he  had  none; 
and  also  that  he  had  no  property  to  turn  out  to  pay  the  same,  or 
any  part  thereof,  within  the  city,  and  witness  knew  of  none. 

[It  also  appeared,  from  the  return  of  the  clerk  to  a  writ  of  certio- 
rari sued  out  in  this  case,  that  the  original  note  was  on  file  among 
the  papers  in  the  case  in  the  Court  below.] 

Upon  which  testimony,  the  Court  found  the  issue  for  the  appel- 
lee, and  rendered  judgment  thereon  for  $2,192.75,  to  which  the 
appellants  excepted. 

Vol.  IL  45 


354  JUNE  TERM,  1840. 

Harmon  et  al.  v.  Thornton. 

Giles  Spring,  for  the  appellants. 
J.  Young  Scammon,  for  the  appellee. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  commenced  by  Thornton,  as 
assignee  of  a  promissory  note,  against  Harmon  &  Loomis,  as 
assignors. 

The  declaration  contains  ten  counts.  The  third  count,  after  set- 
ting out  the  note  and  assignment  by  Harmon  &  Loomis  to  Thorn- 
ton, avers,  that,  when  said  note  became  due  and  payable,  the  makers 
were  insolvent,  and  unable  to  pay  said  note,  or  any  part  thereof, 
and  were,  and  still  are,  insolvent,  and  that  the  institution  of  a  suit 
on  said  note,  against  the  makers,  would  have  been  unavailing. 

The  defendants  pleaded  non-assumpsit  to  the  tenth  count,  and 
demurred  to  the  first  nine  counts.  The  demurrer  was  sustained  to 
the  fifth,  seventh  and  ninth  counts,  and  overruled  as  to  the  others  ; 
whereupon,  on  motion  of  the  defendants,  leave  was  given  to  plead 
to  the  counts  sustained  by  the  Court;  and  subsequently  the  defend- 
ants pleaded  noyi-assumpsit  to  all  the  counts  in  the  declaration, 
except  the  counts  decided  by  the  Court  to  be  insuflicieut.  By 
agreement  of  the  parties,  the  cause  was  tried  by  the  Court,  without 
a  jury,  and  the  issue  was  decided  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  below. 

On  the  trial  of  the  cause,  Thornton  offered  in  evidence  a  record 
of  the  judgment  and  the  execution  and  return  thereon,  in  the  case 
of  Thornton  against  the  makers  of  the  note,  to  which  evidence  the 
defendants  below  objected,  but  the  objection  was  overruled,  and 
the  record  read  in  evidence. 

Parol  testimony  was  also  given  by  both  parties,  as  to  the  insol- 
vency of  the  makers  of  the  note  at  the  time  when  it  became  due, 
which  testimony  is  inserted  in  the  bill  of  exceptions.  But  whether 
all  the  testimony  given  in  the  cause  is  inserted  in  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions, is  not  expressly  stated. 

The  errors  relied  on  are,  in  overruling  the  demurrer ;  in  receiv- 
ing in  evidence  the  record  in  the  case  of  Thornton  against  Raynor 
&  Dorwin,  the  makers  of  the  note ;  in  giving  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  below,  on  the  evidence  contained  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  ; 
and  that  the  declaration  is  insufiicient.  The  defendants,  by  obtain- 
ing leave  to  plead  after  the  overruling  of  the  demurrer,  have  waived 
the  demurrer.  The  overruling  the  demurrer  cannot,  therefore,  be 
assigned  for  error.  The  record  of  the  proceedings  in  the  case  of 
Thornton  against  Raynor  &  Dorwin  was  admissible  as  evidence  to 
show  that  due  dihgence,  by  the  institution  and  prosecution  of  a  suit, 
had  been  used  by  Thornton,  to  collect  the  amount  of  the  note  of  the 
makers ;  but  whether  the  diligence  shown  was  sufficient  to  authorize 
a  recovery,  it  is  not  necessary  for  this  Court  to  decide.  In  the 
third  count  of  the  declaration,  the  plaintiff  below  avers,  that  when 
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the  note  became  due,  the  makers  were  insolvent,  and  unable  to 
pay  said  note,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  still  are  insolvent,  and  that 
the  institution  of  a  suit  would  have  been  unavailing ;  and  we 
think  the  Court  was  well  warranted  in  so  finding  the  fact,  and 
deciding  the  issue  on  that  count  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  evidence  contained  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  in  relation  to 
the  insolvency  of  both  the  makers  of  the  note,  is  perhaps  not  per- 
fectly conclusive  on  that  point ;  yet,  where  the  Circuit  Court  is  sub- 
stituted for  a  jury,  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  it  must  palpably  appear 
that  the  Court  below  misconceived  the  character  of  the  testimony, 
before  this  Court  would  reverse  a  decision  of  the  Court  below,  upon 
the  weight  and  effect  of  evidence  produced  before  it. 

It  was  urged  on  the  argument  that  it  did  not  appear  by  the  bill 
of  exceptions  that  the  note  was  read  as  evidence  on  the  trial. 

It  is  a  suf&cient  answer  to  this  objection,  that  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions, which  was  taken  by  the  defendants  below,  does  not  state  that 
all  the  testimony  given  by  the  plaintiff  is  contained  in  the  bill.  It 
also  appears  that  the  original  note  was  among  the  papers  of  the  suit, 
and  was  consequently  before  the  judge  on  the  trial.  If  the  note 
was  not  formerly  read  to  the  Court  below,  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
defendants  to  have  objected  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence,  upon 
the  ground  of  the  non-production  of  the  original  note.  The  law  is 
well  settled  that  if  the  objection  was  not  taken  or  persisted  in  upon 
the  trial  it  cannot  be  taken  here,  where  the  objection  is  of  such  a 
nature  that  it  might  have  been  removed  by  further  evidence.(l) 
In  relation  to  the  last  assignment  of  errors,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that 
the  defendants  by  pleading  over,  after  their  demurrer  was  over- 
ruled, have  waived  all  objections  to  the  declaration.  The  third 
count,  however,  is  clearly  sufficient.  It  states  distinctly  that  the 
makers  of  the  note  were  insolvent  when  the  note  became  due ;  and 
the  statute  dispenses  with  the  institution  of  a  suit  against  the 
makers,  where  such  a  suit  would  be  unavailing.  Upon  the  whole, 
we  are  of  opinion  that  judgment  ought  to  be  afi&rmed  with  costs. 

Jindgment  affirmed. 

Note.  The  decision  of  the  various  Courts  in  this  country,  in  relation  to  the  presump- 
tions arising  from  a  bill  of  exceptions,  do  not  seem  to  be  uniform. 

In  Virginia,  Alabama,  and  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  the  rule  seems 
to  be  that  the  Court  will  decide  the  case  upon  the  bill  of  exceptions,  and  will  not  intend 
that  there  was  other  evidence  in  the  Court  below.  The  following  decisions  sustain  this 
doctrine : 

The  Court  will  decide  onljr  on  the  evidence  stated  in  the  bill ;  and  every  bill  must  be 
considered  as  presenting  a  distinct  substantive  case,  which,  if  defective  in  any  material 
point,  cannot  be  supplied  by  any  intendment  of  the  Court.  Dunlop  v.  Monroe,  7 
Crauch,  270. 

In  Virginia,  if  a  bill  of  exceptions  states  a  case  imperfectly  the  cause  will  be  remanded 
for  a  new  trial.  Brooke  v.  Young,  3  Rand.,  106  ;  Hairston  v.  Cole,  1  Rand.,  461 ;  Thomp- 
son V.  Cumming,  2  Leigh,  322;  ifiaines  v.  Philips,  1  Leigh,  483. 

The  Court  will  not  presume  facts  which  do  not  appear  on  the  bill.  Johnson  v.  Ballew, 
2  Porter,  29. 

(1)  Jackson  v.  Davis,  5  Cowen,  127;  Gillham  v.  State  Bank  of  Illinois,  Ante,  245,  248. 
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In  Kentucky,  Tennessee  and  Indiana  a  different  rule  seems  to  prevail,  unless  the  bill 
of  exceptions  shows  that  it  contains  all  the  evidence  : 

If  it  aoes  not  appear  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  that  all  the  evidence  submitted  to  the 
jury  is  stated  tlierein,  the  Court  of  Errors  will  presume  that  there  was  evidence  to 
justify  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  This  presumption  will  not  be  made  if  the  bill  states  that 
it  contains  all  the  material  evidence.  Trott  v.  West,  Meigs,  153,  169. 

As  a  general  rule,  the  Court  will  presume  the  evidence  was  sufiicient  to  warrant  the 
verdict,  unless  the  party  excepting  shows  that  all  the  evidence  is  in  the  bill.  Kingsley 
V.  State  Bank,  3  Yerger,  107.  But  there  is  an  exception  to  the  rule  where  a  point  of  law 
is  raised  on  the  construction  and  effect  of  an  instrument,  and  the  Court  are  satisfied  from 
the  facts  that  no  other  evidence  was  relied  on.  Ihid. 

If  exceptions  be  taken  to  the  denial  of  amotion  for  a  new  trial,  on  th6  ground  that  the 
verdict  was  against  evidence,  the  bill  must  show  that  all  the  evidence  is  contained  therein. 
Lurton  v.  Carson,  2  Blackf.^  464  ;  S.  P.  Keno  v.  Crane,  2  Blackf.,  218. 

When  the  judge  of  an  inferior  Court  adds  to  a  bill  of  exceptions  in  a  writ  of  error 
coram  vobis,  that  other  objections  to  the  notice,  &c.,  were  taken,  without  stating  what 
tliey  were,  the  Court  of  Appeals  will  presume  they  were  sufiicient  to  justify  bis  judgment. 
Dorris,  &c.,  v.  Carlow  &  Son,  2  Littell.  371. 

When  it  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions  that  other  testimony  was  given  beside  that 
detailed,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  omitted  evidence  justified  the  decision  of  the  inferior 
Court.  Cravins  v.  Grant,  4  Monroe,  126. 

So  if  the  bill  of  exceptions  does  not  state  the  whole  evidence.  Frazier  ».  Harvie,  2 
Littell,  182. 

If  the  bill  of  exceptions  does  not  purport  to  contain  the  whole  testimony,  the  Court  of 
Appeals  will  not  reverse  a  decision  of  the  Court  below  in  refusing  to  grant  a  new  trial 
on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  evidence.  Sanders  v.  Crawley,  2  J.  J. 
Marsh,  123  ;  Norton,  «fcc.,  v.  Sanders,  1  Dana,"l4. 

But  it  seems  though  a  bill  of  exceptions  does  not  purport  to  give  the  whole  testimony, 
yet  it  clearly  shows  that  illegal  or  improper  testimony  was  admitted  as  the  foundation  of 
the  judgment,  it  manifests  such  errors  as  requires  revision.  Rudd  v.  Thorns.,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh,  300. 

In  relation  to  the  liability  of  assignors  of  promissory  notes,  see  Appendix  A. 


Alfred  Cowles  and  John  M.  Keum,  plaintifts  in  error, 
V.  Enos  Litchfield,  defendant  in  error. 

Mr  or  to  JIacUson. 

In  an  action  by  the  assignee  against  the  assignor  of  a  promissory  note,  proof  that  the 
plaintitt'  instituted  a  suit  against  the  maker,  at  the  first  term  of  a  court  having  com- 
petent jurisdiction,  recovered  judgment  and  issued  execution,  which  was  returned  by 
the  sheriff  nulla  bona  as  to  a  portion  of  the  amount  of  the  note,  which  could  not  be 
collected  of  the  maker,  is  evidence  of  sufiicient  diligence  to  charge  the  assignor.  It  is 
not  necessary  to  issue  a  capias  ad  sotisfaciendvin. 

A  declaration  by  an  assignee  against  an  assignor  of  a  promissory  note,  which  alleges  the 
entire  insolvency  of  the  maker,  and  that  the  institution  of  a  suit  at  law  to  recover  the 
amount,  at  the  time  the  note  became  due,  would  have  been  unavailing,  is  good  and 
sufiicient. 

Where  a  general  demurrer  is  filed  to  a  declaration  containing  several  counts,  if  either  of 
the  accounts  are  good  the  demurrer  must  be  overruled. 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  defendant  in  error  against 
the  plaintiffs  in  error,  in  the  Madison  Circuit  Court,  on  an  assigned 
note.     On  the  2d  day  of  April,  1838,  John  A.  Holderman  &  Co. 
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made  their  promissory  note  for  $465.00  payable  to  the  order  of 
the  plaintiffs  in  error,  who  assigned  it,  by  endorsement,  to  the 
defendant  in  error. 

The  note  was  payable  at  the  Alton  Branch  of  the  State  Bank 
of  Illinois,  in  two  months  from  date. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  contained  the  usual  aver- 
ments, stating  the  making,  delivering,  &c.,  of  the  note,  and  the 
endorsement  of  the  same  to  the  defendant  in  error.  It  also  alleged 
that  at  the  July  term,  1838,  of  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of 
Alton,  suit  was  instituted,  and  judgment  recovered  against  the 
makers  of  said  note ;  that  said  July  term  of  said  Court  was  the 
first  term  that  occurred  of  any  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 
after  said  note  became  due;  that  execution  issued  on  said  judg- 
ment to  the  sheriff  of  Madison  county,  and  the  sheriff  returned 
that  he  had  made  $110,  leaving  $359y^-^,  besides  interest  and 
costs,  still  due  and  unpaid.  The  return  further  stated,  "ISTo  other 
property  found  in  my  county.  "  The  count  concluded  with  the 
usual  breach.  The  second  count  in  all  essential  points  is  like  the 
first,  alleging  due  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  below,  by 
suit  against  the  makers,  as  in  the  first  count.  It  also  alleged  that  the 
said  plaintiff  below  prosecuted  the  said  makers  of  said  note  to 
insolvency,  by  execution,  and  that  said  suit  was  unavailing,  and 
that  said  note  remained  unpaid,  &c. 

The  third  count,  after  stating  the  making  and  endorsing  of  the 
note,  "  then  and  still  due  and  unpaid,  "  alleges,  that  the  makers  of 
the  note,  "  at  the  time  the  said  note  became  due  and  payable,  and 
from  that  time  up  to  the  present  time,  and  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  the  said  John  A.  Holderman  and  Job  Lawrence, 
partners  as  aforesaid,  and  each  and  every  of  them,  ever  hav-e  been 
and  are  insolvent,  and  unable  to  pay  the  said  note,  and  that  the 
institution  of  a  suit  at  the  time  the  said  note  became  due,  and  at  any 
time  from  the  time  of  the  said  note's  becoming  due  and  payable, 
and  now,  would  have  been,  and  would  be  unavailing. " 

The  plaintiffs  in  error  demurred  generally  to  the  declaration,  and 
judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  Court  below,  on 
demurrer,  for  $396.62. 

The  cause  was  tried  in  the  Court  below  before  the  Hon.  Sidney 
Breese. 

The  error  assigned  is  the  decision  of  the  Court  upon  the  demur- 
rer. 

A.  Cowles  and  J.  M.  Krum,  contended, 

1.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  entitle  an  endorsee  to  recover  against 
an  endorser,  to  allege,  as  in  this  case,  a  return  of  nulla  bona  upon 
the  execution  as  to  part  of  the  judgment  recovered  against  the 
makers  of  the  note. 

A  return  of  nulla  bona  is  no  evidence  of  there  being  no  equita- 
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ble  interest  in  the  possession  or  under  the  control  of  the  defend- 
ant, in  the  execution  oat  of  which  the  debt  could  be  made. 

A  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  would  reach  an  equitable  interest. 
Bank  U.  S.  v.  Wesseiger,  2  Peters,  831,  and  cases  there  cited ; 
4  Peters,  366,  and  cases  there  cited. 

2.  The  declaration  does  not  show  due  diligence  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  below,  nor  did  the  plaintiff  below  prosecute  the  makers 
of  said  note  to  insolvency. 

What  is  meant  by  the  term  "  insolvency  "  as  used  in  the  statute 
referred  to  ?  Quere:  1  Peters'  Good.  R.,  430,  note  ;  1  Peters,  386; 
2  Wheat.,  376 ;  3  Cranch,  73.  It  must  be  legal  insolvency. 

3.  There  is  no  allegation  in  either  of  the  counts  of  the  declara- 
tion negativing  payment  of  the  note  in  question  by  the  makers. 

The  sheriff's  return  negatives  the  idea  of  the  insolvency  of  the 
makers;  $110  were  made.  This  negatives  the  allegation  of 
insolvency  pro  tanto. 

4.  Alleging  that  an  execution  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  the 
sheriff  of  Madison  county,  and  showing  his  return  of  nulla  bona, 
as  to  a  moiety  of  the  judgment,  does  not  negative  the  presumption 
that  the  defendants,  J.  A.  H.  &  Co.,  had  property  in  some  other 
county  in  this  State,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  said  Municipal 
Court. 

It  is  incumbent  on  an  endorsee  of  a  promissory  note,  in  a  suit 
against  an  endorser,  to  negative  in  his  declaration  every  presump- 
tion of  property,  either  legal  or  equitable,  in  the  maker  of  such 
note. 

5.  The  general  allegation  of  insolvency  in  the  third  count  is  not 
sufficient  (even  had  the  same  been  well  alleged)  to  authorize  the 
institution  of  this  suit.  It  is  incumbent  on  an  endorsee,  in  a  case 
where  an  excuse  for  want  of  diligence  is  relied  on,  to  allege  affirma- 
tively that  a  suit  would  have  been  unavailing  for  the  reason  or 
cause  specified  in  the  statute ;  for  example,  that  the  suit  against 
the  makers,  at  the  first  term  of  the  Court,  which  occurred  after  the 
note  became  due,  would  have  been  unavailing,  because  the  makers 
are  altogether  insolvent,    R.  L.,  483 ;  Gale's  Stat,  526. 

J.  Russell  Bullock  and  Edwakd  Keating,  for  the  defendant 
in  error :   Diligence  is  shown.    Breese,  53. 

1.  The  averment  in  the  third  count  shows  that  the  institution 
of  a  suit  would  have  been  unavailing,  and  that  the  defendant  in 
error  conformed  to  the  statute  concerning  promissory  notes. 
Thompson  v.  Armstrong,  Breese,  23 ;  Lusk  v.  Cook,  Breese,  53 ; 
Humphreys  v.  Collier  et  a/.,  1  Scam.,  47. 

2.  A  return  of  nulla  bona,  upon  an  execution  issued  to  the 
county  of  the  defendant  in  execution,  is  prima  facie  evidence  that 
the  defendant  has  no  property  in  the  State,  and  is  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  no  property  in  the  county.    . 
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3  A  ca.  sa.  cannot  issue  in  this  State,  except  upon  affidavit  that 
the  defendant  refuses  to  surrender  his  or  her  estate,  lands,  tene- 
ments, goods  or  chattels.  Although  a  defendant  does  possess 
equitable  assets,  a  ca.  sa.  cannot  issue  unless  the  above  affidavit  is 
filed.  R.L.,  351;  Gale's  Stat,  345. 

4.  It  would  be  difficult  to  imagine  a  case  in  which  an  execution 
against  the  body  could  be  taken  out,  under  the  statute,  against  an 
honest  man. 

The  laws  of  Kentucky  differ  from  our  own,  and  the  course  to 
be  pursued  by  the  holder  in  order  to  charge  the  endorser  is  governed 
not  by  a  statute  similiar  to  our  own,  but  by  decisions  of  the 
Kentucky  Supreme  Court,  under  a  statute  prescribing  no  positive 
rules  to  the  holder.  Bank  U.  S.  t;.  Tyler,  4  Peters,  382. 

5.  The  first  count  inferentially  charges  that  the  note  had  not 
been  paid.  The  second  and  third  counts  charge  that  fact  positively. 
The  general  breach  at  the  conclusion  of  the  declaration  is 
sufficient.  1  Chit.  Plead.,  290 ;  1  Wilson,  33 ;  3  Maule  &  Selw., 
150. 

The  same  count  does  not  charge  both  the  insolvency  of  the 
makers,  and  the  fact  that  110  dollars  were  made  from  them, 
but,  if  it  did,  there  would  be  no  inconsistency,  since  a  man  can 
easily  be  supposed  to  have  only  110  dollars,  and  be  insolvent,  that 
being  paid  over. 

6.  A  sheriff  is  a  sworn  officer.  It  is  to  be  presumed,  if  a 
defendant  has  property  in  his  county,  that  the  sheriff  would  ascertain 
the  fact,  since  by  law  he  is  obliged  to  make  diligent  search  for  the 
property  of  the  defendant  in  the  execution;  and  his  return  would 
therefore  be  evidence  that  the  defendant  had  no  property  in  the 
county,  and  prima  facie  evidence  none  in  the  State. 

The  assignee  is  only  bound  to  follow  the  maker  as  specified  by 
the  statute.  The  first,  second  and  third  counts  each  showed  that 
this  had  been  done  in  this  case. 

7.  The  allegation  in  the  third  count  charges  insolvency  affirma- 
tively, and  nearly  in  the  words  of  the  statute.  It  rebuts  all  idea  of 
property  in  the  makers  of  the  notes,  as  also  all  idea  of  the  possi- 
bility of  the  money's  being  made  by  suit. 

8.  Should  either  of  the  counts  be  good,  the  judgment  must  be 
for  the  defendant  in  error. 

J  Young  Soammon  also  appeared  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  and 

George  T.  M.  Davis,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

The  error  assigned  questions  the  sufficiency  of  the  declaration 

in  this  cause,  and  the  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  overruling 

the  demurrer  to  the  declaration. 
Upon  a  critical  examination  of  the  two  first  counts  of  the  declara- 
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tion,  we  can  perceive  no  defects.  The  averments  are  full  and 
broad,  as  to  the  use  of  due  diligence  to  recover  the  money  of  the 
makers  of  the  note  sued  on,  and  the  allegations,  in  that  respect, 
are  also  sufficient,  because  they  show  that  diligence  by  suit,  judg- 
ment, and  an  execution  returned  nulla  hona^  as  to  a  portion  of  the 
amount  of  the  note,  which  could  not  be  collected. 

The  third  count  of  the  declaration  avers,  the  entire  insolvency 
of  the  maker,  and  that  the  institution  of  a  suit  at  law  to  recover 
the  amount,  at  the  time  the  note  became  due,  would  have  been 
unavailing. 

This  was  sufficient.  The  demurrer  being  general  to  all  the 
counts,  the  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  would  have  been 
correct  on  this  count  alone,  had  the  first  two  been  defective.  But 
we  perceive  no  reason  for  disturbing  the  judgment  on  the  demur- 
rer, in  referrence  to  all  the  counts.  The  judgment  of  the  Court 
below  is  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.  See  Harmon  et  al.  v.  Thornton,  Ante,  351     Saunders  v.  O'Briant, Pos<;    Camp* 
belly.  Humphries,  Post;  Appendix,  A. 
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The  People  of  the  State  of  Illiis^ois,  ex  relatione 
James  M.  Duncan,  Clerk  of  tlie  Supreme  Court,  i;. 
James  B.  Needles,  late  Sheriff  of  Monroe  County. 

Motion  for  Attachment. 

In  this  case  it  was  held,  that  where  a  sheriff  or  other  officer 
neglects  or  fails  to  return  a  fee  bill,  execution,  or  other  process, 
the  practice  is,  in  the  first  instance,  to  take  a  rule  against  him  to 
return  the  same ;  and  that  it  is  irregular  to  issue  a  rule,  in  the  first 
instance,  to  show  cause  why  an  attachment  should  not  issue. 

Held^  also,  that  an  affidavit  of  the  relator,  setting  forth,  "  that 
he  transmitted  to  James  B.  Needles,  late  sheriff  of  Monroe  county, 
for  collection,"  the  fee  bills  and  executions,  was  sufficient  evidence 
of  their  having  come  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  upon  a  motion 
for  a  rule  against  him,  to  return  the  same. 

E.  FoRMAN,  for  the  relator. 


JosiAH   L.   James   and  Isaac  Leonard,   appellants,   v. 
Joseph  Hughill,  appellee. 

Appeal  from  Tazewell. 

In  this  cause  (judgment  having  been  rendered  by  default  in  the 
Court  below)  a  writ  of  certiorari  was  granted  to  the  Court  below. 
Vol.  II.  46 
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on  the  ground,  that,  subsequent  to  the  taking  of  the  appeal  herein, 
the  Court  below  had  permitted  the  sheriff,  who  served  the  process 
upon  the  defendants  below,  to  amend  his  return  by  adding  his 
signature  thereto,  which  he  had  before  omitted ;  and  such  amend- 
ment had  been  made  since  the  record  had  been  transmitted  to  this 
Court. 

S.  T.  Logan,  for  the  appellants. 

E.  D.  Baker,  for  the  appellee. 


The  People  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  ex  relatione 
Joseph  Stettinus  and  David  A.  Januaey,  v.  Joseph 
Cloud,  Clerk  of  tlie  La  Salle  Circuit  Court. 

Motion  for  a  Writ  of  Mandamus. 

Where  a  judgment  was  rendered  in  the  Circuit  Court  against  the  defendant,  and  on  the 
last  day  of  the  term  of  the  Court  at  which  the  judgment  was  rendered,  a  motion  was 
made  to  set  it  aside,  and  grant  a  new  trial,  and  before  any  decision  was  had  on  the 
motion,  the  Court  adjourned ;  and,  on  application  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  clerk  of  the 
Court  refused  to  issue  execution,  because  the  motion  was  undecided ;  the  Supreme 
Court  granted  an  alternative  mandamus,  requiring  the  clerk  to  issue  execution,  or 
show  cause  for  his  refusal. 

A  motion  for  a  peremptory  writ,  in  the  first  instance,  was  refused. 

Judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  relators  against  David 
Wells,  at  the  November  term,  1840,  of  the  La  Salle  Circuit 
Court,  the  Hon.  Thomas  Ford  presiding,  for  $460.44,  and  costs 
of  suit;  and,  on  the  last  day  of  said  term,  the  defendant  moved 
the  Court  to  set  aside  the  judgment  and  grant  a  new  trial,  but 
before  any  decision  was  had  on  the  motion  the  Court  adjourned. 

The  relators  requested  the  clerk  to  issue  an  execution  upon  the 
judgment,  which  he  declined  doing  ;  on  the  ground  that  the  motion 
for  a  new  trial  was  not  disposed  of. 

The  relators  presented  these  facts  to  this  Court,  and  obtained 
an  alternative  inandamus,  requiring  the  clerk  to  issue  execution,  or 
show  cause  why  he  refused  so  to  do,  by  the  first  day  of  February, 
1840.  The  motion  for  a  peremptory  writ,  in  the  first  instance, 
was  refused. 

J.  D.  Caton,  for  the  relators. 
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Gardiner  T.  Gorham  and  Lewis  Durley,  appellants, 
V.  Francis  Peyton,  appellee. 

Ajypeal  from  the  Municipal  Court  of  the   City  of  Chicago. 

In  an  action  by  the  assignee  against  the  maker  of  a  promissoiy  note,  it  is  a  good  defense, 
that  tlie  note  was  given  in  consideration  of  a  tract  of  land,  and  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  note,  it  was  expressly  understood  and  agreed  between  the  payee  and  the 
defendant,  that  he  should  not  oe  called  on  for  the  payment  of  the  note  until"  the  payee 
should  obtain  a  patent  from  the  United  States  for  the  said  land,  which  he  expected 
would  be  obtained  before,  or  at  furthest,  at  the  maturity  of  the  note  ;  that  the  assignee, 
at  the  time  of  the  transfer  of  the  note  to  him,  bad  notice  of  the  consideration  of  the 
note,  and  of  said  agreement,  and  promised  that  he  would  not  sue  the  defendant;  and 
that  the  payee  had  not  obtained  a  patent  for  the  land,  although  a  full  consideration  was 
paid  for  the  note  by  the  assignee. («) 

The  want  of  recollection  of  one  witness  cannot  rebut  the  positive  testimony  of  another. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  the  appellee  against 
the  appellants,  upon  the  following  promissory  note  : 

"$1,000.  Thirteen  months  after  date,  value  received,  we 
promise  to  pay  to  J.  B.  Beaubien,  or  order,  the  sum  of  one  thou- 
sand dollars,  with  interest,  at  six  per  cent. 

"  GOEHAM  &  DURLEY. 

"  Chicago,  ?>Oth  July,  1836." 

On  the  back  of  said  note  was  the  following  assignment : 

"For  value  received,  I  hereby  assign  the  within  note  to  Fran- 
cis Peyton.  "  J.  B.  BEAUBIEN. 
"  Chicago,  2^th  Aug.  1837." 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  April  term,  1838,  of  the  Court  below, 
the  Hon.  Thomas  Ford  presiding.  Judgment  was  rendered 
against  the  defendants,  for  $1,125,  from  which  they  appealed  to 
this  Court. 

J.  D.  Caton,  J.  Y.  ScAMMON  and  IST.  B.  Judd,  for  the  appel- 
lants. Caton  contended,  that,  in  addition  to  the  evidence 
showing  that  the  appellee  had  notice  of  the  consideration  of  the 
note  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  the  note  was  transferred  after 
it  became  due,  a  month  at  common  law  being  a  lunar  month.  He 
cited  3  Stark.  Ev.,  1388,  1389 ;  Chit,  on  Bills,  325,  326 ;  E.  L., 
483,  484. 

Giles  Spring  and  Francis  Peyton,  for  the  appellees. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
This  case  differs  from  those  usually  brought  up  for  review,  inas- 
much  as   the   questions   presented  for  adjudication  are  those  of 
fact,    and   not   of  law.     The  action  was  brought  by  Peyton,  as 
assignee  of  Beaubien,  against  Gorham  &  Durley,  on  a  note  made 

{a)  Lane  v.  Sharp,  3  Scam.  R.,  573,  and  note. 
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by  them  to  Beaubien.  The  defense  set  up  by  the  defendants  is, 
first,  a  want  of  consideration,  and  that  the  plaintiff  knew  the  fact, 
at  the  time  the  note  was  assigned  to  him ;  secondly,  that  the 
consideration  for  the  note  was  a  part  of  Beaubien's  Addition  to 
the  town  of  Chicago,  for  which  Beaubien  was  to  give  a  good  and 
sufficient  deed,  which  was  to  be  founded  on  a  patent  from  the 
United  States  to  Beaubien,  at  the  time  the  note  became  due ; 
and  that  Beaubien  never  did  obtain  a  patent  from  the  United 
States,  and  never  did  give  the  title  stipulated  for,  and  that  the 
plaintiff"  was  well  advised  of  these  facts  at  the  time  of  the  assign- 
ment. 

The  whole  case  was  submitted  to  the  Court,  without  the  inter- 
vention of  a  jury.  The  Court  acted,  therefore,  in  the  two-fold 
character  of  a  court  and  jury,  and  its  decision  upon  the  facts  of 
the  case  is,  therefore,  entitled  to  the  same  weight  as  that  of  a  jury  ; 
and  we  would  not  disturb  the  decision  in  this  case,  if  the  evidence 
upon  which  it  was  founded  was  either  inconclusive,  contradictory, 
or  doubtful ;  but  we  cannot  regard  it  as  such.  The  characters  of 
the  witnesses  are  unimpeached,  and  their  testimony  is  full,  direct, 
and  positive  in  support  of  the  issue.  Hartzell  testifies,  that  "  he 
was  present  when  the  note  was  given  by  Gorham  &  Durley  to 
Beaubien  ;  and  that  the  consideration  for  it  was  a  part  of  Beaubien's 
Addition  to  Chicago,  and  that  it  was  expressly  understood  and 
agreed  between  Beaubien  and  the  defendants,  that  they  should  not 
be  called  on  for  the  payment  of  the  note  until  Beaubien  should 
obtain  a  patent  from  the  United  States,  for  the  said  land,  which 
Beaubien  expected  would  be  done  before,  or,  at  furthest,  as  early 
as  the  maturity  of  the  note." 

Beaubien  testified,  that  "  he  had  not  obtained  a  patent  for  the 
land  referred  to." 

Markoe  swore,  that  "  he  was  present  at  the  negotiation  for  the 
transfer  of  the  note  from  Beaubien  to  the  plaintiff",  and  that  Beau- 
bien, at  the  time  of  the  transfer  of  the  note,  expressly  stated  to  the 
plaintiff",  that  the  note  was  given  by  said  defendants  to  said  Beau- 
bien for  some  lots  in  '  Beaubien's  Addition  to  Chicago ;'  and  that 
it  was  agreed,  at  the  time  said  note  was  given,  between  the  said 
Beaubien  and  the  said  defendants,  that  the  said  defendants  should 
not  be  called  upon  for  the  payment  of  the  said  note,  until  the  said 
Beaubien  should  be  able  to  put  said  defendants  in  possession  of 
said  land,  and  the  said  defendants  should  be  put  in  possession 
of  said  lots ;  that,  at  the  time  aforesaid,  the  said  Beaubien  stated 
to  said  plaintiff,  he  would  not  have  him  sue  the  said  defendants 
on  the  said  note,  for  all  of  his  '  Reserve,'  or  all  of  his  Addition  to 
Chicago,  until  he  could  put  them  in  possession ;  that  said  plaintiff", 
at  that  time,  expressly  agreed  that  he  would  not  sue  the  said 
defendants  on  the  said  note." 

This  was  all  the  evidence  given  in  the  case,  except  the  additional 
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Statement  of  Beaubien,  that  the  note  was  assigned  for  a  full  con- 
sideration, and  that  he  did  not  recollect  having  made  the  statements 
imputed  to  him  by  Markoe.  This  want  of  recollection,  however, 
cannot  rebut  the  positive'testimony  of  Markoe.  A  witness  ma}^  not 
remember  what  was  said,  but  he  cannot  recollect  that  which  was 
not  said.  Markoe  could  not  have  remembered  the  statement  of 
Beaubien,  had  it  not  been  made  ;  his  testimony  must,  therefore,  be 
true  or  willfully  false,  while  Beaubien's  testimony  may  be  in  strict 
accordance  with  his  recollection ;  yet,  owing  to  the  treachery  of 
his  memory,  untrue,  in  fact.  According  therefore  to  the  rules  of 
evidence,  the  affirmative  testimony  of  Markoe  must  outweigh  the 
negative  testimony  of  Beaubien,  who  does  not  say  that  he  did  not 
inform  the  plaintiff  for  what  consideration  the  note  was  given ; 
but  merely,  that  he  does  not  remember  to  have  done  so. 

From  all  the  evidence  in  the  case  we  are  forced  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  consideration  for  which  the  note  was  given  was  never 
received  by  the  defendants  ;  nor  can  we  come  to  any  other  conclu- 
sion, than  that  the  character  of  the  consideration  was  communicated 
to  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  the  note  was  assigned  to  him.  If  the 
evidence  would  admit  of  a  rational  doubt  upon  this  point,  it  would 
become  necessary  to  enquire,  whether,  in  this  case,  it  was  incum- 
bent upon  the  defendant  to  prove  this  fact,  in  order  to  make  out 
his  defense,  but  we  believe  the  evidence  to  be  so  conclusive  upon 
this  point  as  to  supersede  the  necessity  of  this  enquiry. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  below  is  reversed,  and  judgment 
rendered  for  the  defendant  for  costs. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Jeeemiah  a.  TowisrsEiN'D  and  Mary  C.  Townseistd  et  al.^ 
plaintiffs  in  error,  v.  Stepheist  Geiggs,  Treasurer  of  the 
Alton  Manufacturing  Company,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Madison. 

The  return  of  the  sheriff  upon  a  summons  in  chancery  stated  that  the  same  was  exe- 
cuted by  leaving  true  copies  thereof  at  the  residence  of  the  defendants,  in  the  hands  of 
white  persons  over  fourteen  years  of  age,  after  having  exphiiued  to  them  the  contents 
thereof:  Held^  that  the  i-eturn  was  not  sufficient. 

Where  a  summons  in  chancery  is  served  by  leaving  a  copy  at  the  residence  of  the 
defendant,  the  return  of  the  officer  must  show  that  the  person  with  whom  the  sum- 
mons was  left  was  of  the  family  of  the  defendant. 

This  was  a  suit  in  chancery,  by  the  defendant  in  error,  against 
the  plaintiffs  in  error,  in  the  Madison  Circuit  Court,  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage.  The  return  of  the  sheriff  upon  the  summons  stated 
that  he  had  executed  the  same,  "  by  leaving  true  copies  of  this  writ 
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at  the  residence  of  the  within  named  Jeremiah  A.  Townsend  and 
Mary  C.  Townsend,  in  the  hands  of  white  persons  over  fourteen 
vears  of  age,  after  having  explained  to  them  the  contents  thereof." 

At  the  return  term  of  the  process  (February  term,  1840,)  the 
defendants  were  defaulted,  and  a  decree  'pro  confesso  entered 
against  them. 

At  the  August  term,  1840,  the  Court  below,  the  Hon.  Sidney 
Breese  presiding,  the  defendants  filed  affidavits,  showing  that  they 
had  no  residence  in  Alton  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  service  of 
process  upon  them,  and  that  the  copies  of  the  summons  were  left 
at  the  residence  of  a  Mr.  Hart ;  and  that  Townsend  had  no  notice 
of  the  pendency  of  the  suit,  until  after  the  adjournment  of  the 
term  of  the  Court  in  which  the  decree  was  entered  ;  and  moved 
to  set  aside  the  decree.  The  motion  was  overruled,  and  the 
defendants  excepted  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  and  brought  the 
cause  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error. 

G.  T.  M.  Davis,  for  the  plaintiff's  in  error. 

A.  T.  Bledsoe,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  ;(1) 

The  service  of  the  process  on  Townsend  and  wnfe  is  clearly 
defective.  The  4th  section  of  the  act  prescribingthemode  of  service 
declares,  that  a  copy  of  the  summons  shall  be  "left  at  the  usual 
place  of  abode  of  the  defendants,  with  some  white  person  of  the 
family,  of  the  age  of  ten  years  or  upwards,  and  informing  such 
person  of  the  contents  thereof."(2)  The  return  in  this  case  is 
defective.  It  does  not  show  the  copy  to  have  been  left  with  any 
person  "  of  the  family."  The  broad  grounds  of  service  given  by 
the  statute  requires  a  rigid  adherence  to  its  letter  and  import. 
For  aught  that  appears  by  the  return,  the  persons  with  whom  the 
copy  was  left  may  have  had  no  connection  with,  or  knowledge  of, 
the  family  of  the  defendants,  or  the  defendants  themselves.  It 
does  not  become  necessary  to  look  into  the  depositions  offered  on 
the  application  to  set  aside  the  judgment  in  the  Circuit  Court.  If 
they  were  however  examined,  it  would  be  seen,  that  the  place 
where  the  summons  was  left  was  not  the  residence  of  the  defend- 
ants ;  nor  did  the  persons  with  whom  the  same  was  left  have  any 
connection  with  the  defendants'  family.  The  necessity,  then,  of 
requiring  a  rigid  compliance  with  the  statute,  as  to  the  mode  of 
service,  is  most  manifest.(a) 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed  with  costs. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.    See  Mitch eltree  v.  Stewart  et  al.,  Ante,  17-20,  and  note  ;    Beaubien  v.  Sabin, 
Post. 

(1)  Lockwood,  Justice,  was  not  present  at  the  argument  of  this  cause. 

(2)  R.  L.,  119  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  139. 

(a)  Montgomery  v.  Brown  2  Gil.  R.,  581. 
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James  Heatoist,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Joseph  Kemper, 
defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Edgar. 

Under  a  plea  of  perform.ance,  and  a  special  plea  alleffing  a  failnre  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintitf,  to  perform  his  part  of  a  dependent  covenant,  the  Circuit  Court  instructed 
tlie  jury,  '■that  what  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  was  bound  to  do  was  a  matter  of 
fact  for  the  jury  to  determine,  from  the  covenant,  and  the  other  evidence  adduced  by 
the  parties ;  and  that  it  was  not  a  matter  of  law  for  the  Court  to  decide  ;  Hdi^  that  the 
instruction  was  not  erroneous. (o) 

The  Supreme  Coui-t  will  not  reverse  the  judgment  of  a  Circuit  Court,  for  a  refusal  to 
instruct  the  jury  upon  an  abstract  principle  of  law,  unless  the  applicability  of  such 
instruction  to  the  case  in  issue  is  shown. 

This  was  an  action  of  covenant  commenced  by  Heaton  against 
Kemper,  in  the  Edgar  Circuit  Court,  upon  the  agreement  set  forth 
in  the  following  bill  of  exceptions.  The  declaration  averred  a  per- 
formance on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  of  his  part  of  the  agreement, 
and  that  a  large  quantity  of  hides,  of  the  value  of  $1,000,  "  for 
want  of  proper  care  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  did  suffer ;  and 
a  certain  other  large  quantity  of  hides,"  of  the  like  value,  "  for  the 
want  of  proper  care  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  did  spoil." 

The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  that  he  had  kept  and  performed  his 
covenants ;  and  secondly,  "  that  there  was  need  and  occasion  for 
divers  tools  and  materials,  to  wit:  one  bark-mill,  one  horse,  and 
one  fleshing-knife,"  &c.,  which  he  requested  the  plaintiff  to  furnish 
him,  but  which  he  neglected  to  do.  The  plaintiff  replied,  that  he 
did  furnish  the  tools  and  materials  mentioned  in  the  defendant's 
special  plea,  and  took  issue  to  the  country.  The  cause  was  tried  at 
the  June  term,  1840,  before  the  Hon.  Justin  Harlan  and  a  jury, 
and  a  verdict  rendered  for  the  defendant.  A  motionfor  a  new  trial 
was  made  and  overruled,  and  the  following  bill  of  exceptions  taken : 

"Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  trial  of  the  above  entitled  cause 
the  plaintiff  produced  and  read  to  the  jury,  in  evidence,  the  follow- 
ing indenture,  which  was  the  writing  declared  on  in  the  above  cause  : 

"  April  5th,  1837.  This  day  enter  into  an  agreement  between 
Joseph  Kemper  of  the  one  part,  and  James  Heaton  of  the  other 
part.  Joseph  Kemper  binds  himself  to  carry  on  the  tanning  busi- 
ness for  the  said  Heaton,  one  year;  and  binds  himself  to  be  atten- 
tive and  careful  that  no  hides  spoil  or  suffer,  on  his  part,  for  the 
term  of  one  year.  For  such  consideration,  the  said  Heaton  binds 
himself  to  give  said  Kemper  $200,  and  furnish  him  with  a  house 
and  garden,  and  fire  wood,  and  forty  bushels  of  corn,  and  one  barrel 
of  flour,  as  he  may  want  it ;  in  the  course  of  the  year.  Said  Hea- 
ton binds  himself  to  furnish  him  necessary  tools  and  materials  to 
carry  the  business  on.  Kemper  binds  himself  to  commence  on  or 
before  the  15th  of  April,  1837,  and  continue  one  year.     And,  also, 

(a)  Crocker  v.  Goodsell,  1  Scam.  R.,  110. 
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the  said  Heaton  binds  himself  to  pay  one  hundred  dollars  in  six 
months.  "JOSEPH  KEMPER,     [seal.] 

"  JAMES  HEATON.      [seal.]" 

And  after  the  evidence  had  been  gone  through  on  both  sides,  the 
plaintiff,  by  his  counsel,  moved  the  following  instruction  :  "  that  if 
anything  was  necessary  to  be  done  to  carry  on  the  tanning  business 
aforesaid,  which  was  not  expressly  provided  for  in  the  covenant, 
that  the  same  should  have  been  performed  by  the  defendant ;" 
which  instruction  the  Court  refused  to  give ;  but  instructed  the  jury, 
"that  what  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  was  bound  to  do  was  a  mat- 
ter of  fact  for  the  jury  to  determine  from  the  said  covenant,  and  the 
other  evidence  adduced  by  the  parties  ;  and  not  a  matter  of  law  for 
the  Court  to  decide."  To  which  said  opinions  of  the  Court,  in 
refusing  the  plaintiff's  instructions,  and  in  giving  the  last  mentioned 
instruction,  the  plaintiff,  by  his  counsel,  excepts,  and  aSks  that  this, 
his  bill  of  exceptions,  be  signed  and  sealed,  and  made  part  of  the 
record,  which  is  done.  J.  HARLAN." 

Garland  B.  Shellady  and  U.  F.  Linder,  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error. 

O.  B.  FiCKLiN",  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

In  this  case,  the  only  points  presented  for  our  consideration  arise 
out  of  the  instruction  prayed  for  by  the  plaintiff,  on  the  trial  of  the 
cause,  which  was  refused  to  be  given,  and  the  instruction  given  by 
the  Circuit  Court. 

Under  the  issues  joined  in  the  cause,  it  is  conceived  that  the 
instruction  asked  was  not  pertinent  to  those  issues. 

The  only  questions  for  the  jury  to  determine  were  the  perform- 
ance of  the  convenants,  or  an  excuse  for  their  non-performance,  by 
either  party,  and  the  consequences  resulting  therefrom. 

This  was  matter  of  evidence.  The  j  ury  were  properly  instructed, 
that  what  was  obligatory  for  the  parties  to  do  under  the  covenants, 
was  to  be  determined  by  the  covenants  themselves,  and  the  testi- 
mony given. 

We  can  perceive  no  error  in  this  instruction ;  nor  do  we  per- 
ceive any  injury  arising  from  the  refusal  to  give  the  abstract  instruc- 
tion asked  by  the  plaintiff.  Indeed,  there  is  nothing  appearing  in 
the  case,  for  none  of  the  evidence  is  preserved  which  shows,  even 
in  a  remote  degree,  the  applicability  of  the  instruction  asked.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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In  the  matter  of  E.  C.  Fellows,  ex  lyarte. 

Where  an  attorney  neglects  to  have  his  name  entered  on  the  Roll  of  Attorneys,  at  the 
date  of  his  license,  he  cannot  afterwards  have  it  enrolled  nunc  pro  tunc. 

"  Supreme  Court,  Deer.  Term,  1840. 

"  E,  C.  Fellows,  an  Att'y  at  Law  of  this  Court,  having  obtained 
his  license  in  Sept.,  1835,  and  sworn  as  an  Att'y  20th  of  March, 
1837,  but  whose  name  was  omitted  to  be  enrolled  by  the  Clerk 
till  6th  of  October,  1840,  now  comes  by  J.  Pearson,  also  an  Att'y 
of  this  Court,  and  moves  this  Honl.  Court  to  allow  and  autliorize 
the  Clerk  of  said  S.  Court  to  enter  the  name  of  the  said  E.  C. 
Fellows  as  if  enrolled  on  the  20th  of  March,  1837. 

"J.  PEAESON,  J«'?/." 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice : 

The  granting  of  this  motion  could  not  benefit  the  attorney.  It 
could  not  affect  his  rights  or  privileges.  If  he  has  incurred  any 
liability  by  practicing  as  an  attorney,  and  receiving  fees,  before 
his  name  was  enrolled,  or  if  he  seeks  to  recover  for  services  per- 
formed as  an  attorney  before  his  name  was  entered  on  the  Roll, 
this  Court  cannot  aid  him  by  permitting  the  clerk  to  make  the 
entry  nunc  pro  tunc. 

The  motion  must  be  denied. 

Motion  denied. 


HiEAH    Saundees,    appellant,    v.    Lemuel     O'Beiai^t, 

appellee. 

Appeal  from  Fidton. 

The  act  in  relation  to  promissory  notes  makes  the  assignor  liable  only  in  case  the  assignee 
has  used  due  diligence  to  collect  the  money  from  the  maker  of  the  note. 

Due  diligence  does  not  consist  in  merely  instituting  suit  against  the  maker,  and  prosecut- 
ing it  to  judgment.  In  order  to  show  this  diligence,  it  is  clearly  the  duty  of  tlio 
assignee  to  prove,  that,  within  the  county  where  the  suit  was  commenced,  he  liad  used 
all  the  means  that  the  law  had  furnished  him  with,  to  collect  the  money. 

Wliere  the  plaintiff,  the  assignee  of  a  promissory  note,  in  order  to  charge  the  assignor, 
proved  that  he  had  used  due  diligence  in  in8titutin>>:  and  prosecuting  a  suit  to  judgment 
npon  the  note,  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  had  issued  execution  thereon  in  due 
season,  and  delivered  the  same  to  a  constable,  who  had  returned  the  same,  "no  prop- 
erty found  :  "  Held,  that  this  did  not  show  the  due  diligence  required  by  the  statute  ; 
ana  that  to  make  the  assignor  liable,  it  should  have  appeared  that  a  transcript  of  the 
judgment  of  the  justice  had  been  filed  in  the  office  of  tlie  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  county  in  which  the  suit  was  instituted,  and  that  execution  had  been  issued  thereon, 
from  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court,  and  that  it  had  been  returned  by  the  sheriff  of 
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the  county,  that  the  defendant  in  such  execution  had  no  lands  or  tenements  in  the 
county,  out  of  which  the  amount  of  the  note  could  have  been  collected. 

This  was  an  action  commenced  by  O'Briant  against  Saunders, 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Fulton  county,  and  brought  by 
appeal  into  the  Fulton  Circuit  Court. 

The  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  June  term,  1840, 
before  the  Hon.  Peter  Lott.  In  addition  to  the  evidence  stated 
in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  it  appeared,  on  the  trial  in  the  Court 
below,  as  is  shown  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that  the  maker  of  the 
note,  when  called  upon  by  the  constable  to  pay  the  execution,  said 
he  had  "no  personal  property,  but  he  had  real  property  enough," 
It  also  appeared  from  the  bill  of  exceptions  that  other  testimony 
was  given  in  the  case,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  tending  to 
show  that  the  maker  of  the  note  was  able  to  pay  the  same,  and 
that  it  might  have  been  colkcted  from  him. 

O.  H.  Browning,  for  the  appellant. 

Wm.  Elliott,  Jr.,  for  the  appellee. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
This  was  an  action  of  assumjmt  commenced  by  O'Briant,  as 
assignee  of  a  promissory  note,  against  Saunders,  the  assignor.  The 
cause  was  tried,  by  consent  of  parties,  by  the  Court,  without  a 
jury.  On  the  trial  of  the  cause  in  the  Court  below,  O'Briant,  in 
order  to  prove  that  he  had  used  due  diligence  to  collect  the  money 
from  Samuel  Porter,  who  was  the  drawer  of  the  note,  gave  in  evi- 
dence a  judgment  obtained  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  against 
Porter,  and  an  execution  issued  thereon,  which  had  been  returned 
by  the  constable  "no  property  found."  On  this  testimony,  the 
Court  below  gave  judgment  in  favor  of  O'Briant  against  Saun- 
ders. Was  this  due  diligence  ?  Due  diligence  does  not  consist 
in  merely  instituting  suit  against  the  drawer,  and  prosecuting  it 
to  judgment.  If  the  assignee  may  stop  when  he  has  obtained  judg- 
ment against  the  drawer,  as  contended  for  by  O'Briant's  counsel, 
the  very  object  of  bringing  a  suit  would  be  defeated.  The  life  of  a 
judgment  is  the  execution,  which  puts  the  plaintiff  in  possession  of 
the  object  sought  by  the  suit ;  it  was  consequently  necessary  to 
obtain  execution,  and  show,  by  its  regular  return,  that  efforts  had 
been  made  to  collect  the  money.  But  in  consequence  of  the  lim- 
ited jurisdiction  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  real  property  cannot  be 
reached  by  an  execution  issued  by  him.  To  remedy  this  defect, 
the  29  th  section  of  the  "  Act  concerning  Justices  of  the  Peace  and 
Constables,^'  provides,  that,  "  When  it  shall  appear  by  the  return  of 
the  execution,  issued  as  aforesaid,  that  the  defendant  has  not  per- 
sonal property  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  debt  and  costs  within  the 
county  in  which  judgment  was  rendered,  and  it  is  desired  by  the 
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plaintiff  to  have  the  same  levied  on  real  property  in  that  or  any 
other  county,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  justice  to  certify,  to  the  clerk 
of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  county  in  which  such  judgment  was 
rendered,  a  transcript,  which  shall  be  filed  by  said  clerk,  and  the 
judgment  shall  thenceforward  have  all  the  effect  of  a  judgment 
of  the  said  Circuit  Court,  and  execution  shall  issue  thereon,  out 
of  that  Court,  as  in  other  cases.  "(1) 

The  act  relative  to  promissory  notes  only  makes  the  assignor 
liable  in  case  the  assignee  has  used  due  diligence  to  collect  the 
money  from  the  maker  of  the  note.  In  order  to  show  this  dili- 
gence, it  was  clearly  the  duty  of  the  assignee  to  prove,  that  within 
the  county  where  the  suit  was  commenced  he  had  used  all  the 
means  that  the  law  had  furnished  him  with  to  collect  the  money. 
It  was,  consequently,  iucumbent  on  O'Briant  to  prove  that  an 
execution  had  been  issued  from  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court,  and 
that  it  had  been  returned  by  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Fulton, 
that  Porter  had  no  lands  or  tenements  in  the  county  out  of  which 
the  amount  of  the  note  could  have  been  collected.  For  want  of 
this  evidence,  the  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs.(a) 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.    See  Appendix,  A.    See  also  Harmon  et  al.  v.  Thornton,  Arite ;  Raplee  v.  Mor- 
gan, Post. 

(1)  R.  L.,  394 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  409. 

(a)  Bestor  v.  Walker,  4  Gil.  R.,  12,  and  notes ;  Chalmers  v.  Moore,  22  111.  E.,  362. 


John  Doe,  ex  dem.  Mueeay  McConnel,  appellant,  v. 
Maeo  M.  L.  Reed,  appellee. 

Appeal  from  Morgan. 

Under  the  statute  of  this  State,  it  is  sufficient  for  the  officer  taking  an  acknowledgment 
of  the  making  of  a  deed,  to  certify,  in  his  certificate,  that  the  grantor  personally  came 
before  him,  and  acknowledged  the  deed  to  be  his  voluntary  act  and  deed,  for  the  uses 
and  purposes  therein  mentioned ;  and  that  the  grantor  was  personally  known  to  the 
officer,  to  be  the  same  person  that  executed  the  deed,  and  the  identical  T.  A.  of  the 
county  where  the  deed  was  executed ;  —  and  such  a  certificate  entitles  the  deed,  when 
recorded,  to  be  read  in  evidence,  without  proof  of  its  execution. 

A  deed,  whether  it  be  acknowledged  and  recorded  or  not,  is  valid  between  the  parties. 

Where  a  deed  is  unrecorded,  its  execution  may  be  proved  by  a  subscribing  witness,  and, 
upon  such  proof  being  made,  it  is  admissible  in  evidence. 

This  cause  was  tried  at  the  October  term,  1837,  of  the  Morgan 
Circuit  Court,  the  Hon.  Jesse  B.  Thomas  presiding. 

M.  McConnel,  for  the  appellant. 

Wm.  Thomas,  for^  the  appellee,  contended,  that  the  judgment 
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of  the  Circuit  Court  was  correct,  althougli  the  judgment  might 
have  been  the  result  of  erroneous  decisions,  or  predicated  upon 
erroneous  grounds. 

That  the  deed  from  Arnett  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was 
properly  rejected  by  the  Circuit  Court,  for  the  reason  that  the  cer- 
tificate of  acknowledgment  indorsed  thereon  was  insufficient,  in 
not  stating  that  Arnett,  the  grantor,  was  personally  known  to  the 
justice  to  be  the  real  person  who,  and  in  whose  name  the  acknowl- 
edgment was  proposed  to  be  made;  and  in  not  stating  that 
Arnett  was  personally  known  to  him  to  be  the  person  whose 
name  is  subscribed  to  the  deed,  as  having  executed  the  same. 

He  further  insisted  that  the  deed  was  void  for  uncertainty  in 
reference  to  the  description  of  the  land  or  lot  conveyed  ;  and  that, 
if  the  deed  was  inoperative  as  a  conveyance  for  any  other  cause, 
the  Court  did  right  in  excluding  it  from  the  jury. 

That  it  was  immaterial  to. this  Court,  upon  what  reasons  or 
grounds  the  Circuit  Court  made  the  decision,  if  correct. 

That  a  deed,  purporting  to  convey  an  interest  in  a  tract  of  land, 
must  describe  the  extent  of  that  interest  with  respect  to  the  num- 
ber of  acres  conveyed  ;  and  that  this  land,  having  been  subdivided 
into  town  lots  in  the  town  of  Jacksonville,  the  character  of  the 
land  was  changed  by  such  subdivision,  so  that  it  could  no  longer 
be  known  as  land,  but  must  be  described  by  the  true  name,  as 
town  lots.  He  further  contended,  that  the  deed  was  inoperative, 
and  conveyed  no  title  to  the  lot  in  question,  because  there  was  no 
priority  of  estate  between  the  grantor  and  grantee,  and  no  posses- 
sion shown  in  the  grantee.  That  the  deed  from  Arnett  to  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  conveying,  by  the  words,  "  remise,  release, 
and  forever  quitclaim,"  showed  it  to  be  precisely  the  instrument 
known  to  the  law  as  a  "release;"  and  that,  to  render  such  an 
instrument  operative,  there  must  be  a  priority  of  estate,  or  there 
must  be  possession  in  the  grantee. 

He  cited  the  following  authorities :  1  Shep.  Touch.,  320-323 ; 
2  Coke,  §  445-452 ;  2  Tuck.  Black.,  top  page,  324;  4  Kent,  482; 
6  Comyn,  186,  title  '■'•  Release ; '''  4  Cruise,  title  "Z^^ec?,"  ch.  4,  side 
page  99,  top  page  72 ;  Rogers  v.  Shirly,  4  Bibb,  355 ;  14  Peters- 
dorff 's  Abr.,  title  " Release':;'  146,  147. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
This  was  an  action  of  ejectment^  brought  to  recover  the  posses- 
sion of  lot  No.  113,  in  the  town  of  Jacksonville.  On  the  trial 
of  this  cause,  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  to  the  jury  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  Register  of  the  Land  Office,  at  Springfield,  proving 
that  Thomas  Arnett  did,  in  May,  1825,  purchase  the  east  half  of 
the  K  E.  quarter  of  Sec.  20,  T.  15  N.  R.,  10  W.,  and  proved  by 
witnesses,  that  lot  113,  in  the  town  of  Jacksonville,  is  situated  in, 
and  is  part  of,  said  half  quarter  section  of  land,  and  that  one  Alex- 
ander, upon  whom  the  original  declaration  was  served,  was  at  the 
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time  of  service  in  possession  of  said  lot  No.  113.  The  plaintiff 
then  offered  in  evidence  a  deed  from  said  Arnett  to  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiif,  for  said  half  quarter  section  of  land,  which  deed  is 
dated  1st  March,  1835,  and  by  which  Arnett,  for  the  expressed 
consideration  of  five  hundred  dollars,  "  remised,  released  and  for- 
ever quitclaimed"  unto  McConnel,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  his 
right  to  said  half  quarter  section  of  land,  and  to  all  and  every  part 
of  the  various  lots  and  divisions  of  said  tract  of  land,  except  a 
small  part  therein  described.  On  this  deed  was  endorsed  an 
acknowledgment  in  the  following  words,  to  wit:  "  State  of  Illi- 
nois, Morgan  county,  ss.  Personally  came  Thomas  Arnett  (who 
to  me  is  personally  known  to  be  the  same  person  that  executed  this 
deed,  and  the  identical  Thomas  Arnett  of  said  county),  before 
me,  the  undersigned,  an  acting  justice  of  the  peace  within  and  for 
the  said  county,  and  acknowledged  the  foregoing  deed  to  be  his 
voluntary  act  and  deed  for  the  uses  and  purposes  in  said  deed 
mentioned.  In  testimony  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand 
and  seal,  at  my  office  in  the  county  aforesaid,  this  21st  day  of 
March,  1835,  Mat.  Stacy,  J.  P.  [seal]."  There  was  also 
endorsed  on  said  deed  the  following  certificate,  to  wit:  "Filed 
21st  March,  1835,  and  recorded  in  the  Recorder's  Office  of 
Morgan  County,  111.,  in  book  H,  page  154.  D.  Rockwell, 
Recorder.^^  To  the  admissibility  of  this  deed  in  evidence,  the 
defendant  objected,  upon  the  ground  that  the  same  was  not  properly 
certified  by  the  justice  of  the  peace,  to  have  been  properly  acknowl-, 
edged  by  the  said  Arnett ;  which  objection  was  sustained  by  the 
Court.  The  plaintiff  then  produced  a  subscribing  witness  to, 
the  deed,  and  offered  to  prove  by  said  witness  the  execution  of 
said  deed,  whereupon  the  defendant  dispensed  with  the  necessiiy 
of  swearing  said  witness,  and,  making  no  objection  to  the  intro- 
duction of  such  testimony,  admitted  that  said  witness  would,  if 
sworn,  prove  that  said  deed  was  executed  by  said  Arnett;  but 
objected  to  reading  said  deed  to  the  jury,  upon  the  ground  only, 
that  the  deed  being  only  a  release  was  inoperative,  for  the  reason 
that  it  had  not  been  proved  by  the  plaintiff  that  McConnel  was  in 
possession  of  the  premises  thereby  conveyed  at  the  date  of  said 
deed  ;  which  objection,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  deed,  was  overruled, 
and  the  deed  read  to  the  jury.  The  plaintiff  then  closed  his 
testimony,  and  the  defendant  offered  to  read  in  evidence  various 
deeds  of  conveyance  for  said  lot  of  land,  to  which  the  plaintiff 
objected,  because  the  same  did  not  appear  to  be  proved  or 
acknowledged  and  recorded,  as  required  by  law  ;  which  objections 
were  allowed  by  the  Court,  and  said  deeds  offered  by  the  defendant 
were  rejected. 

The  defendant  then  offered  to  prove  the  execution  of  said  deeds 
by  witnesses-,  ore  tenus,  to  which  the  plaintiff  objected  on  the 
ground  that  deeds  could  not  be  legally  authenticated  in  the  manner 
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proposed,  and  said  objection  was  sustained  by  tbe  Court ;  where- 
upon the  defendant  moved  the  Court  to  withdraw  from  the  jury 
the  deed  from  Arnett  to  McConnel,  which  deed  had  been  admitted 
without  objection  as  to  the  mode  of  proving  the  same  as  aforesaid ; 
which  motion  was  sustained  by  the  Court  below,  and  said  deed 
was  rejected  as  evidence,  and  thereupon  the  jury  gave  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant. 

The  errors  relied  on  are,  first,  that  the  Court  erred  in  rejecting, 
as  evidence,  the  deed  from  Arnett,  because  of  the  alleged  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment;  and,  secondly,  that 
the  Court  erred  in  refusing  to  permit  the  plaintiff  below  to  prove 
the  execution  of  Arnett's  deed  by  a  subscribing  witness. 

The  11th  section  of  the  act  concerning  cor>veyances  of  real 
property,  passed  31st  January,  1827,  declares,  "No  judge  or  other 
oflicer  shall  take  the  acknowledgment  of  any  person,  to  any  deed 
or  instrument  of  writing  as  aforesaid,  unless  the  person  offering  to 
make  such  acknowledgment  shall  be  personally  known  to  him,  to 
be  the  real  person  who,  and  in  whose  name  such  acknowledgment 
is  proposed  to  be  made,  or  shall  be  proved  to  be  such,  by  a  credible 
witness;  and  the  judge  or  officer  taking  such  acknowledgment 
shall,  in  his  certificate  thereof,  state  that  such  person  was  personally 
known  to  him  to  be  the  person  whose  name  is  subscribed  to  such 
deed  or  writing,  as  having  executed  the  same,"(l)  &c.  The 
evident  object  of  the  legislature,  in  these  directions  in  relation  to 
the  acknowledgment  of  deeds,  is  to  prevent  one  individual  from 
personating  another.  This  object  is  fully  accomplished  in  the 
certificate  endorsed  on  Arnett's  deed.  The  justice  certifies,  that  he 
is  personally  acquainted  with  Arnett;  that  he  knows  that  he  is  the 
same  person  who  executed  the  deed ;  that  he  is  the  identical  Thomas 
Arnett  of  said  county,  meaning  Morgan  county,  where  the  deed  was 
acknowledged,  and  that  Arnett  acknowledged  the  deed  to  be  his 
act  and  deed  for  the  uses  and  purposes  in  said  deed  mentioned. (a) 

If  this  certificate  is  not  a  compliance  with  the  directions  of  the 
statute,  the  Court  are  at  a  loss  to  conceive  what  would  be  sufiicient. 
The  Court  consequently  erred  in  deciding  that  the  acknowledg- 
ment was  insufiicient.  The  Court  also  erred  in  rejecting  the 
evidence  of  the  subscribing  witness.  A  deed,  whether  it  be 
acknowledged  and  recorded  or  not,  is  valid  between  the  parties ; 
and  the  question  whether  it  is  void,  as  it  respects  subsequent 
purchasers,  for  not  being  acknowledged  and  recorded,  did  not  arise 
in  this  case. (6) 

The  judgment  below  is  consequently  reversed  with  costs,  and 
the  cause  remanded,  with  instructions  to  issue  a  venire  de  novo. 

Judgment  reversed  and  remanded. 

Note.    See  Doe,  ea;  rfe?w,  Semple,  «.  Miles,  ^H^e,  315 

(1)  R.  L.,  132  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  150. 

[a]  Livingston  v.  Kettele,  1  Gil.  R.,  116;  Doe  v.  Bean,  1  Gil.  R.,  302. 

[b)  Doe  V.  Miles,  Ante,  315. 
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Jacob  D.  Lansing,  appellant,  v.  Ansel  Biege,  appellee. 
A^jpeal  from  Bond. 

The  refusal  of  a  motion  to  file  an  amended  plea,  upon  the  sustaining  of  a  demurrer  to  a 
prior  plea,  cannot  be  assigned  for  error.  The  granting  or  refusing  an  application  to  file 
an  amended  plea  is  a  matter  of  discretion  in  the  judge,  before  whom  the  cause  is  pend- 
ing, and  his  decision  is  conclusive. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  brought  by  Birge  against  Lansing, 
upon  a  promissory  note  under  seal,  in  the  Bond  Circuit  Court. 
The  cause  was  tried  at  the  March  term,  1839,  before  the  Hon. 
Sidney  Breese,  and  a  jury.  The  defendant  craved  oyer  of  the 
note,  and  demurred  to  the  declaration.  The  demurrer  was  over- 
ruled, and  leave  granted  to  the  defendant  to  plead.  The  defendant 
then  filed  two  pleas,  upon  the  first  of  which  the  plaintiff  took  issue, 
and  demurred  to  the  second.  This  demurrer  was  sustained,  and 
thereupon  the  defendant  moved  the  Court  for  leave  to  amend  the 
second  plea,  which  was  refused,  and  the  defendant  excepted  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Court.  A  verdict  was  rendered  by  the  jury  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  for  $600,  upon  which  judgment  was  rendered,  and 
the  cause  brought  to  this  Court  by  appeal, 

A.  CowLES,  J.  M.  Krum  and  G.  A.  0.  Beaumont,  for  the 
appellant. 

J.  Shields  and  A.  P.  Field,  for  the  appellee. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

The  only  point  presented  for  decision  in  this  case,  the  defend- 
ant's plea  being  certainly  bad,  involves  the  simple  question, 
whether,  on  the  decision  of  a  demurrer,  by  the  Circuit  Court  on  a 
plea,  determining  the  plea  bad.  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  file  an 
amended  plea,  of  course. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  it  is  a  matter  in  which  the  Circuit  Court 
was  vested  with  a  discretion ;  and  having  exercised  that  discretion, 
and  refused  the  application  to  amend,  the  decision  must  be  con- 
sidered conclusive. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


George  W.  Little,  appellant,  v.  Geoege  Carlisle  and 
William  E.  White,  appellees. 

Appeal  from  Fulton. 

A  summons  was  issued  against  a  defendant,  but  never  returned,  and  at  a  subsequent  term 
of  the  Court,  an  alias  summons  was  issued,  but  no  return  of  service  endorsed  thereon. 
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The  cause  was  docketed  for  the  third  day  of  the  term  :  Held,  that  the  defendant  was 
not  bound  to  appear;  and  that,  having  entered  an  appearance  on  the  fifth  day  of  the 
term,  he  did  not  thereby  subject  himself  to  the  operation  of  a  general  rule  entered  on 
the  first  day  of  the  term,  by  which  it  was  "  Ordered,  that  all  parties  defendant  shall 
have  tiled  their  pleas  by  the  meetinar  of  Court  on  the  morning  of  the  day  for  which  the 
cause  is  set  down  for  trial,  and  in  default  thereof  the  parties  plaintiff  shall,  on  motion, 
be  entitled  to  their  judgments  of  default,  or  ml  dicit,  as  the  case  may  be." 
Held,  also,  that  it  was  error  in  the  Circuit  Court,  after  a  motion  by  defendant,  to  dismiss 
the  suit  for  want  of  sufiicient  security  for  costs  (the  plaintiff's  being  non-residentsj  to 
refuse  the  defendant  the  privilege  of  filing  issuable  pleas. 

Judgment  was  rendered  in  this  cause  at  the  November  term, 
1840,  of  the  Fulton  Circuit  Court,  the  Hon.  Peter  Lott  presiding, 
for  $589.45,  and  costs,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  defendant 
appealed  to  this  Court. 

S.  T.  Logan,  for  the  appellant 

J.  B.  Thomas  and  William  Elliot,  Jr.,  for  the  appellees. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  commenced  by  Carlisle  and 
White  against  Little,  on  a  promissory  note.  It  appears  from  the 
record  that  Carlisle  and  White  were  non-residents,  and  that,  at  the 
institution  of  the  suit,  security  for  costs  was  filed,  and  subsequently, 
without  any  reason  being  assigned,  they  obtained  leave  of  the 
Court,  and  filed  another  instrument  for  securing  the  costs,  which 
Last  instrument  did  not  contain  the  name  of  the  defendant  in  the 
suit,  and  was  consequently  a  nullity.  It  further  appears  from  the 
record  that  a  summons  was  issued  which  was  never  returned, 
and  at  a  subsequent  term  an  alias  summons  was  issued,  but  no 
return  of  service  was  indorsed  thereon.  The  record  also  states, 
that  on  the  fifth  day  of  the  JSTovember  term,  1840,  the  parties 
appeared,  and  the  defendant  moved  the  Court  to  dismiss  the  suit  for 
want  of  security  for  costs.  This  motion  was  overruled.  The 
defendant  thereupon  immediately  tendered  and  offered  to  file 
pleas  of  no  consideration,  and  that  the  consideration  had  failed, 
which  the  Court  refused  to  permit,  but  rendered  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  by  nil  dicit.  It  also  appears  that  this  cause  was  set  for 
trial  on  the  third  day  of  the  November  term,  1840 ;  and  by  a  gen- 
eral rule,  entered  on  the  first  day  of  the  term,  it  was  "  Ordered, 
that  all  parties  defendant  shall  have  filed  their  pleas  by  the  meet- 
ing of  Court,  on  the  morning  of  the  day  for  which  the  cause  is  set 
down  for  trial,  and  in  default  thereof  the  parties  plaintiff  shall,  on 
motion,  be  entitled  to  their  judgments  of  default,  or  nil  dicit,  as 
the  case  may  be." 

The  only  question  necessary  to  be  decided  is,  whether  the  defend- 
ant below  was  subject  to  this  rule. 

As  the  defendant  had  not  been  served  with  process,  he  was 
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under  no  obligation  to  appear  at  the  June  term.  If  he  had  not 
appeared,  no  judgment  could  have  been  entered  against  him. 

It  is  manifestly  unjust  to  subject  him  to  the  operation  of  a  rule 
by  which  a  judgment,  by  nil  dicit,  could  be  entered  against  him,  on 
a  day  before  he  was  by  law  bound  to  appear,  and  before  he  had, 
in  fact,  appeared.  The  refusal  of  the  Court  to  suffer  the  defendant 
to  plead,  and  the  entering  a  judgment  against  him,  hj7iil  dicit, 
was  clearly  erroneous. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded, 
with  instructions  to  the  Court  below  to  suffer  Little  to  file  his  pleas. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Thomas  Spragins,  appellant,  v.  Horace  H.  Houghton, 

appellee. 

Appeal  from  Jo  Daviess. 

Under  the  statute  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  every  white  male  inhabitant  of  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  who  has  resided  in  the  State  six  months  immediately  preceding  any 
general  election,  is  entitled  to  vote  at  such  election,  and  the  judges  of  election  are  com- 
pelled to  receive  his  vote. 

The  question  whether  the  person  offering  to  vote  is  an  unnaturalized  foreigner  or  a  citi- 
zen, the  judges  of  election  have  no  right  to  investigate  under  the  existing  laws.  If 
such  person  takes  the  oath  prescribed  in  the  law,  the  duty  is  imperative  upon  the 
judges  to  receive  his  vote,  unless  the  oath  is  proved  to  be  false. 

The  question  whether  the  person  offering  his  vote  is  an  inhabitant,  and  entitled  to  the 
right  of  suffrage,  within  the  meaning  of  that  word  in  the  Constitution,  is  not  a  subject 
of  inquiry  by  the  judges  of  the  election. 

There  is  no  ambiguity  in  the  word  resident.  Every  man  is  a  resident  who  has  taken  up 
his  permanent  abode  in  the  State. 

It  is  only  when  the  judge  of  the  election  allows  the  exercise  of  the  elective  franchise  bv 
one  whose  right  he  suspects,  or  whose  vote  is  challenged,  without  tendering  the  oath 
prescribed  by  the  statute,  that  the  judge  violates  his  duty.  He  does  not  subject  himself 
to  the  penalty  for  receiving  an  illegal  vote,  by  admitting  an  alien  to  vote  who  has 
resided  in  the  State  six  months  immediately  preceding  an  election,  and  who  is  a  resident 
of  the  county  where  his  vote  is  received,  and  who  is  a  free  white  male  inhabitant  of 
the  age  of  twenty -one  years. 

Per  Smith ,  Justice  : 

Each  State  has  the  undoubted  right  to  prescribe  the  qualifications  of  its  own  voters.  And 
it  is  equally  clear  that  the  act  of  naturalization  does  not  confer  on  the  individual  natu- 
ralized the  right  to  exercise  the  elective  franchise.  The  qualification  which  the  voter 
is  re([uired  to  nossess,  in  a  Congressional  election,  depends  entirely  on  the  laws  of  the 
State  in  whicli  the  elective  franchise  is  exercised,  and  is  purely  dependent  on  the 
municipal  regulations  of  the  State. 

The  term  "inhabitant"  is  derived  from  the  Latin  habito,  and  signifies  to  live  in,  to  dwell 
in  ;  and  is  applied  exclusively  to  one  who  lives  in  a  place,  and  has  there  a  fixed  and 
legal  settlement.  The  residence,  however,  is  to  be  bona  fide,  and  not  casual  or  tem- 
porary. 

To  determine  the  qualification  of  an  elector  in  this  State,  it  would  seem  to  be  wholly 
unnecessary  to  enquire  whether  the  elector  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

Unless  the  legislature  shall  make  citizenship  an  indisputable  qualification  to  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  elective  franchise,  and  the  Constitution  clearly  admits  of  the  exercise  of 
tliat  power  by  that  body,  the  Supreme  Court  cannot  add  such  a  pre  requisite  of  con- 
struction. 

Vol,  n.  48 


378  DECEMBER  TERM,  1840. 

Spragins  v.  Houghton. 

This  cause  was  argued  at  the  December  term,  1839,  and  on 
suggestion  at  the  last  June  term,  that  the  cause  was  fictitious,  the 
Court  required  proof  of  its  being  a  real  cause,  and  continued  it  for 
that  purpose.(l) 

At  this  term  of  the  Court,  in  compliance  with  the  order  entered 
at  the  last  term,  the  parties  produced  the  following  evidence,  to  wit : 

The  affidavit  of  Charles  S.  Hempstead,  stating  that  he  is  person- 
ally acquainted  with  Horace  H.  Houghton,  Thomas  Spragins  and 
Jeremiah  Kyle ;  that  he  has  been  acquainted  with  Houghton  and 
Spragins  more  than  four  years,  and  with  Kyle  about  two  years ; 
that  they  are  all  residents  of  the  town  of  Galena,  in  Jo  Daviess 
county,  and  that  he  knows  of  no  other  individuals  of  the  same 
names. 

The  affidavit  of  Horace  H.  Houghton,  stating  that  at  the  May 
term,  1839,  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Jo  Daviess  county,  he  insti- 
tuted an  action  of  debt,  under  the  statute,  against  Thomas  Spragins, 
who  was  one  of  the  judges  of  an  election  for  Governor,  &c.,  holden 
in  the  precinct  of  Galena,  in  said  county,  on  the  6th  day  of 
August,  1838,  for  permitting  Jeremiah  Kyle,  a  native  of  Ireland, 
and  not  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States,  to  vote  at  said 
election ;  and  that  the  case  was  an  agreed  case,  and  was  submitted 
to  the  Circuit  Court  of  said  county,  upon  the  statement  of  facts  as 
set  forth  in  the  transcript  from  the  records  of  said  Court;  and  that 
the  said  case  is  a  real  one,  and  not  a  fictitious  one,  and  that  the 
facts  set  forth  in  the  transcript  did  really  transpire. 

Thomas  Spragins'  affidavit,  stating  that,  at  the  May  term,  1839, 
of  the  Jo  Daviess  Circuit  Court,  an  action  of  debt,  on  the  statute, 
was  brought  against  him  as  one  of  the  judges  of  an  election  held  in 
the  precinct  of  Galena,  in  said  county,  on  the  6th  day  of  August, 
1838,  by  Horace  H.  Houghton,  for  permitting  Jeremiah  Kyle,  a 
native  of  Ireland,  and  not  a  naturalized  citizen,  to  vote  at  said  elec- 
tion. That  the  case  was  an  agreed  case,  and  was  submitted  to  the 
Circuit  Court  of  said  county  upon  the  statement  of  facts,  as  set 
forth  in  the  transcript  from  the  records  of  said  Court.  That  the 
said  case  is  a  real  one,  and  not  a  fictitious  one,  and  that  the  facts 
stated  and  set  forth  in  the  transcript  did  actually  transpire ;  that 
the  said  Jeremiah  Kyle,  whose  deposition  is  annexed  to  the  trans- 
cript, is  the  identical  Jeremiah  Kyle  mentioned  in  the  transcript, 
and  that  he  knew  no  other  person  of  the  name.  That,  acting  as 
judge  of  said  election,  he  protested  against  receiving  aliens'  votes, 
believing  that  they  were  not  qualified  to  vote,  that  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  this  State  required  that  the  person  offering  to  vote  should 
not  only  have  resided  six  months  in  the  State,  but  that  he  should 
be  a  citizen  of  the  United  States ;  and  that  he  admitted  the  said 
Kyle  to  vote  at  the  time  aforesaid,  believing,  at  the  time,  that  he  was 
not  a  qualified  voter,  because  he  felt  bound  to  yield  to  the  opinion 

(1)  Ant€,'-2\l. 
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of  a  majority  of  the  judges  of  the  election,  they  having  decided 
that  unnaturalized  persons  should  be  allowed  to  vote ;  yet,  that 
the  admission  of  the  said  Kyle  to  vote  was  contrary  to  his  belief 
of  the  law  and  right. 

The  affidavit  of  Jeremiah  Kyle,  stating  that  at  an  election  held 
in  the  precinct  of  Galena,  in  the  county  of  Jo  Daviess,  on  the  6th 
day  of  August,  1838,  he  voted  for  all  State  and  county  officers 
voted  for  at  that  time,  and  for  a  representative  to  Congress ;  that 
Thomas  Spragins  was  one  of  the  judges  of  the  election,  at  the 
window  where  he  voted;  that  he  had  resided  in  the  State  of 
Illinois  more  than  six  months  immediately  preceding  the  said  elec- 
tion ;  that  he  is  a  native  of  Ireland,  and  had  never  been  naturalized 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  United  States;  and  that  he  has  never 
known  any  other  person  of  the  same  name  in  the  State  of  Illinois. 

Also  a  transcript  of  the  record  of  this  case  remaining  in  the  Jo 
Daviess  Circuit  Court,  certified  under  the  seal  of  the  Court. 

The  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below  before  the  Hon.  Dan. 
Stone, 

Stephen  A.  Douglass  and  Murray  McConnel,  for  the 
appellant,  relied  upon  the  following  points  and  authorities :  1st. 
It  was  the  policy  of  the  government  by  the  Ordinance  of  1787, 
and  by  the  several  acts  of  Congress  for  the  government  of  the 
Territory  northwest  of  the  river  Ohio,  to  encourage  emigration, 
by  conferring  upon  alien  inhabitants  the  right  of  suffrage  and 
other  privileges.  Ordinance  of  13th  July,  1787,  in  E.  L.,  53,  54,(1) 
permitting  alien  inhabitants  to  vote,  if  freeholders. 

2d.  Aliens  may  be  freeholders  at  common  law.  1  Bac.  Abr,, 
173,  174 ;  1  Black.  Com.,  286 ;  N.  Y.  Dig.,  47.  The  Ordmance, 
also,  in  effect,  gives  them  the  right  to  hold  lands. 

3d.  The  laws  of  Congress  confer  upon  alien  inhabitants  in  said 
Territory  the  right  to  vote.  See  2  Story's  L.  U.  S.,  869,  permit- 
ting Ohio  to  form  a  Constitution;  3  Story's  L.  U.  S.,  1566,  §  4, 
permitting  Indiana  to  form  a  Constitution.  See,  also,  2  Story's  L. 
U.  S.,  1250,  §  1,  abolishing  property  qualifications ;  3  Story's  L. 
TJ.  S.,  1674,  §  3,  authorizing  Illinois  to  form  a  State  Constitution. 
These  laws  permitted  alien  inhabitants  to  vote  for,  and  to  be  mem- 
bers of,  the  Conventions  that  formed  the  Constitutions  of  Ohio, 
Indiana  and  Illinois.  12  Cong.  Debates,  Part  4,  4227,  4230. 

4th.  In  the  Ordinance  of  1787,  there  are  certain  articles  of  com- 
pact between  the  original  States  and  the  people  and  States  N.  W. 
of  the  river  Ohio,  which  articles  are  declared  to  be  the  basis  of 
any  Constitution  and  State  governments  that  should  ever  be 
formed  in  said  Territory,  and  to  be  forever  unalterable  except  by 
common  consent.  E.  L.,  55.(2)  By  the  second  article  of  said 
compact,  it  is  provided  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  Territory 
shall  always  be  entitled  to  the  benefits  and  proportionate  repre- 

(l)  Gale's  Stat.,  41.  (2)  Ibid.,  42. 
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sentation  of  the  people  in  the  legislature.  By  reference  to  other 
portions  of  the  Ordinance,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  word  "  inhabitant " 
included  alien  as  well  as  citizen  inhabitants.  R.  L.,  53,  54,  56,  57.(1) 

5th.  The  Constitution  of  this  State  was  intended  to  be  in  con- 
formity with  the  principles  of  the  Ordinance  and  compact  of  1787. 

8.  Story's  L.  IT.  S.,  1675,  §  4,  authorizing  Illinois  to  form  a 
Constitution,  provides  that  "  the  Constitution  be  not  repugnant  to 
the  Ordinance." 

Resolution  of  Congress,  admitting  Illinois  into  the  Union,  says 
"  the  Constitution  is  in  conformity  to  the  principles  of  the  com- 
pact." R.  L.,  33,  34.(2)  The  preamble  to  the  Constitution  says  it 
is  consistent  with  the  Ordinance  of  1787,  and  the  act  of  Congress 
of  the  18th  April,  1818.  R.  L.,  34.(3) 

Secondly,  ist.  The  Constitution,  which  was  thus  formed  in 
part  by  the  votes  of  alien  inhabitants,  did  secure  to  them  the  right 
of  suffrage.  This  is  shown  by  the  facts,  that,  whenever  the  Con- 
stitution speaks  of  the  qualifications  of  an  officer,  it  uses  the  words 
''citizen  of  the  United  States."  Art.  2,  §  3.  A  representative 
shall  be  a  "  citizen  of  the  United  States." 

Art.  2,  §  6.  A  Senator  shall  be  a  "  citizen  of  the  United  States." 

Art.  3,  §  3.  The  Grovernor  shall  have  been  a  "  citizen  of  the 
United  States  "  thirty  years. 

Art.  3,  §  13.  The  Lieutenant-Grovernor  shall  possess  the  same 
qualifications. 

Schedule,  §  14.  The  Lieutenant-Governor  shall  be  a  "citizen  of 
the  United  States."  These  are  the  only  instances  in  which  the 
words  "  citizen  of  the  United  States  "  are  used  in  the  Constitution. 

2d.  Whenever  the  Constitution  speaks  of  a  voter,  or  elector,  it 
uses  the  word  "  inhabitant,"  and  not  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

Art.  2,  §  27.  "All  white  male  inhabitants  shall  vote,"  «fec. 
Schedule,  §  12."  "  All  white  male  inhabitants  shall  vote  at  the 
first  election,"  &c. 

3d.  The  Constitution  uses  the  word  "  inhabitant "  when  speak- 
ing of  the  people  en  masse,  including  black  and  white,  citizens  and 
aliens.  Art.  2,  §§  5,  31;  Art.  8,  §8.  Thus  it  will  be  seen  that 
the  words  "  citizen  of  the  United  States,"  and  "  inhabitants,"  are 
not  used  as  synonymous  terms. 

Thirdly.  1st.  The  word  "  inhabitant,"  as  used  in  the  27th 
section  of  the  2d  article  of  the  Constitution,  does  not  mean  citizen 
of  the  United  States.  The  word  "inhabitant  "  has  a  certain  and 
definite  meaning, — one  who  dwells,  lives,  resides,  or  has  his  home 
in  a  place.  Webster's  Dictionary ;  Walker's  Dictionary. 

The  word  "  citizen  "  has  various  meanings,  but  a  "  citizen  of 
the  United  States  "  is  a  person  native  born,  or  naturalized  accord- 
ing to  the  acts  of  Congress. 

(I)  Gale's  Stat.,  40,  41,  43,  44.  -(2)  Ibid.,  24  (3)  Ibid.,  25 
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2d.  As  to  the  difference  between  "  citizen  "  and  "  inhabitant," 
see  Contested  Elections  in  Congress,  page  415,  416;  1  Vattel,  ch., 
18,  §  213  ;  1  Kent's  Com.,  344 ;  Const.  Mich.,  Art.  2,  §  1 ;  12 
Cong.  Deb.,  part  4,  4227,  4289  ;  Territorial  laws  of  Michigan, 
in  same  book,  Act  of  the  26th  of  January,  1835  ;  12  Cong.  Deb., 
Part  4,  4245,  4246,  4252,  4253;  12  Cong.  Deb.,  Part  1, 
1015,  1016,  1036,  1037,  1039-1044,  1047;  Mr.  Clay's  amend- 
ment, and  the  vote  before  it.  Act  of  Congress  of  the  15th  June, 
1836,  §  2,  accepting,  ratifying,  and  confirming  the  Constitution  of 
Michigan,  which  admitted  aliens  to  vote.  4  Story's  L,  U.  S.,  2442, 
All  of  these  authorities  show,  that  the  word  "  inhabitant  "  includes 
aliens  as  well  as  citizens. 

Fourthly.  1st.  Under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
each  State  has  the  right  to  prescribe  the  qualifications  of  its  own 
voters.  Const.  U.  S.,  Art.  1,  §  2 ;  Federalist,  No.  62,  page  226  ; 
2  Story's  Com.  Const.,  57  to  QQ ;  12  Cong.  Deb.,  Part  1,  1036  ; 
Part  4,  4266. 

2d.  Each  State  has  exercised  this  power  from  the  organization 
of  the  government.  Book  of  Constitutions  ;  Yermont,  page  90, 
aliens  vote  and  hold  office. 

Constitution  of  New  York;  negroes  vote.  North  Carolina 
permits  free  negroes  and  aliens  to  vote.  2  Kent's  Com.,  61 ;  2 
Story's  Com.  Const.,  58  to  65. 

3d.  The  naturalization  laws  have  no  reference  to  the  elective 
franchise,  neither  conferring  nor  restraining  it,  in  this  country  or 
in  England.  1  Black,  Com.,  titles  "  AUeji"  "  Bemzeji,^'  &c.  ;  2 
Kent's  Com.,  61 ;  12  Cong.  Deb.,  Part  4,  4246,  4247  ;  4  Harris  & 
McHenry,  340. 

4th.  A  State  may  confer  upon  aliens  the  right  to  hold  real 
estate,  to  vote  or  hold  office,  &;c.,  without  making  them  citizens,  or 
violating  the  naturalization  laws,  2  Kent's  Com.,  60 ;  E.  L.,  626  ;(1) 
Book  of  Constitutions,  90. 

5th.  The  contemporaneous  exposition  of  the  Constitution,  by 
its  framers,  who  were  members  of  the  legislature,  and  by  the 
different  departments  of  the  government,  and  the  universal  prac- 
tice under  it  for  more  than  twenty  years,  has  been,  that  alien 
inhabitants  have  a  right  to  vote.  Laws  of  1819,  Act  regulating 
elections,  of  1st  March,  §  14,  page  93,  prescribes  the  oath  of  the 
voter ;  "  that  he  has  resided  in  the  State  six  months."  No  citizen- 
ship required ; 

Laws  of  1821,  76,  same  oath,  no  citizenship  required ; 

Laws  of  1823,  58,  §  15 ;  same  oath,  no  citizenship  required ; 

Laws  of  1825,  166,  penalty  for  rejecting  voter  after  oath 
taken. 


il)  Gale's  Stat.,  098. 
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Laws  of  1826,  in  E.  L.,  384,(1)  inhabitants  vote  for  justices  of 
the  peace ; 

Laws  of  1829,  R.  L.,  246,  247,  §  12,(2)  oath  as  to  six  months' 
residence,  but  citizenship  not  required.  All  these  acts  approved 
by  .Grovernors  Bond,  Coles  and  Edwards,  and  the  judges  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  sitting  as  a  Council  of  Revision.  1  Peters'  Cond. 
R,  816,  317. 

This  cause  was  argued  by  Cyrus  Walker,  Schuyler  Strong, 
and  Justin  Butterfield,  for  the  appellee. 

Mr.  Butterfield  furnished  the  Reporter  with  a  copy  of  his  argu- 
ment. The  Reporter  has  not  been  able  to  obtain  either  a  copy  of 
the  argument  or  brief  of  Mr.  Walker  or  Mr.  Strong. 

Mr.  Butterfield's  argument  was  as  follows: 

This  action  was  brought  for  the  recovery  of  the  penalty  imposed 
by  the  statute,  which  declares,  that,  "  If  any  judge  of  election  shall 
knowingly  admit  any  person  to  vote,  not  qualified  according  to 
law,  &c.,  he  shall  forfeit  and  pay  to  the  county  the  sum  of  one 
hundred  dollars,  to  be  recovered  in  any  court  of  record,  in  the 
name  of  the  State,  for  the  use  of  the  county,  in  an  action  of  debt, 
with  costs  of  suit,  or  at  the  suit  of  any  person  who  may  sue  for 
the  same,"  &c.  Gale's  Stat.,  268,  §  23. 

The  only  question  presented  by  this  case  for  the  consideration 
of  the  Court  is,  whether  an  alien  "  is  qualified  by  law  to  vote  in 
this  State  for  Governor,  members  of  the  State  legislature,  and  rep- 
resentatives to  Congress.  The  agreed  case  admits,  that  at  the  time 
the  defendant  below  received  and  counted  the  vote  he  knew  that 
Kyle  was  not  a  citizen  of  this  State  or  of  the  United  States ;  that 
he  was  a  native  of  the  kingdom  of  Great  Britain,  and  had  not 
been  naturalized  according  to  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 
The  defendant,'  as  one  of  the  judges  of  election,  knowingly 
admitted  an  alien  to  vote  for  the  officers  aforesaid,  and  has  subjected 
himself  to  the  penalty  inflicted  by  the  statute,  unless  an  alien  is  a 
qualified  voter.  The  judges  of  election,  like  all  other  persons,  are 
presumed  to  know  the  law ;  it  is  their  duty,  and  they  have  the 
power,  to  exclude  all  unqualified  voters ;  but  if,  on  the  contrary, 
with  a  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  as  in  this  case,  they  admit 
an  unqualified  person  to  vote,  they  subject  themselves  to  the 
penalty  of  the  statute. 

The  27th  section  of  the  2d  article  of  the  Constitution  of  this 
State  declares,  that  "  In  all  elections,  all  white  male  inhabitants 
above  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  having  resided  in  the  State  for 
six  months,  shall  enjoy  the  right  of  an  elector." 

It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  that  the  word 

(1)  Gale's  Stat.,  400  (2)  Ibid.,  263. 
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"  inhabitants "  comprehends  resident  aliens,  and  confers  equally 
upon  them,  as  upon  citizens,  the  right  to  vote. 

The  Constitution,  like  a  statute,  is  law,  and  the  same  rules  of  con- 
struction apply  to  the  one  as  the  other.  It  is  an  established  rule 
in  the  exposition  of  statutes,  that  the  intention  of  its  framers  is  to 
be  deduced  from  the  whole  and  every  part  of  a  statute  taken  and 
compared  together.  The  real  intention,  when  accurately  ascer- 
tained, will  always  prevail  over  the  literal  sense  of  the  terms. 

Again,  **  the  reason  and  intention  of  the  lawgiver  will  control 
the  strict  letter  of  the  law,  when  the  latter  would  lead  to  palpable 
injustice,  contradiction  and  absurdity."  1  Kent,  461,  462, 

Another  rule  of  construction  is,  "that  several  acts  in  pari 
materia^  and  relating  to  to  the  same  subject,  are  to  be  taken 
together,  and  compared  in  the  construction  of  them,  because  they 
are  considered  as  having  one  object  in  view,  and  acting  upon  the 
same  system." 

The  State  and  the  federal  Constitutions  are  both  parts  and  par- 
cels of  the  same  great  system  of  republican  government;  they  had 
the  same  object  in  view,  and  are,  if  possible,  to  be  so  construed  as 
to  harmonize  with  each  other,  and  add  strength  and  stability  to  the 
whole. 

According  to  the  theory  of  our  government,  the  supreme  or 
soverign  power  is  vested  wholly  in  the  citizens,  or,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  Constitution,  in  the  "  people,"  a  word  evidently 
used  as  synonymous  with  citizens.  The  people  are  declared  to 
make  the  Constitution,  not  for  aliens,  but  for  "  themselves  and 
their  posterity.  " 

If  the  people,  in  the  formation  of  their  State  Constitution, 
intended  to  impart  a  portion  of  their  sovereign  and  political  rights 
to  any  and  all  aliens  who  might  thereafter  choose  to  come  among 
them,  this  intention  ought  not  to  be  collected  "from  general  words, 
which  do  not  necessarily  imply  it,  but  from  clear  and  manifest 
expressions,  which  are  not  to  be  misunderstood," 

The  word  "  inhabitants,  "  as  used  in  the  Constitution,  may  be 
restrained  to  such  inhabitants  as  are  citizens ;  such  construction 
comports  with  the  general  design  of  the  Constitution,  and  is  in 
accordance  with  the  construction  which  has  always  been  given  to 
the  same  word  when  used  in  the  same  manner  in  the  Constitutions 
of  other  States. 

A  general  impression  prevails  throughout  the  Union,  that  the 
Constitution  of  this  State  contains  some  new  and  peculiar  provisions 
in  relation  to  aliens  ;  that  it  extends  to  them  privileges  not  found 
in  the  Constitution  of  any  other  State,  and  expressly  grants  to 
them  the  right  of  voting  at  our  elections.  This  impression  is 
entirely  erroneous ;  so  far  from  our  Constitution  extendmg  any 
superior  rights  to  aliens,  the  words  of  grant  in  the  Constitution  of 
this  State,  under  which  it  is  claimed  that  aliens  have  the  right  to  vote 
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are  precisely  the  same  as  are  used  in  the  former  Constitution  of 
the  State  of  New  York,  and  as  are  still  used  in  the  Constitutions 
of  several  other  States,  where  the  idea,  that  an  alien  has  a  right  to 
vote,  has  always  been  repudiated. 

The  practice  which  has  been  pursued  in  this  State,  of  allowing 
aliens  to  vote,  is  wholly  unauthorized  by  the  Constitution  ;  the  dif- 
ficulty is  not  in  the  Constitution  itself,  but  in  the  erroneous  con- 
struction that  has  been  put  upon  it,  and  which  is  now,  for  the  first 
time,  sought  to  be  legalized  by  the  judicial  tribunals. 

The  former  Constitution  of  the  State  of  New  York,  adopted  in 
1777,  and  which  remained  in  force  until  the  formation  of  her  new 
Constitution,  in  1821,  conferred  the  right  of  voting  upon  "  every 
male  inhabitant  of  full  age,  who  had  resided  in  one  of  the  counties 
of  the  State  for  six  months  preceding  the  day  of  election."  The 
word  "inhabitant"  is  used  in  this  Constitution  in  the  same  manner 
as  in  the  Constitution  of  Illinois  ;  and  if  the  word  "  inhabitant,"  as 
used  in  the  Constitution  of  New  York,  embraced  aliens,  and  con- 
ferred on  them  the  right  of  voting,  then  it  would  be  a  gross  viola- 
tion of  the  express  terms  of  her  Constitution  to  pass  a  law  restrain- 
ing aliens  from  the  exercise  of  their  constitutional  rights.  Yet 
the  doctrine  that  an  alien  had  a  right  to  vote,  under  the  word 
"  inhabitant,"  as  used  in  her  Constitution,  was  never  adopted ;  no 
one,  in  favor  of  "  the  largest  liberty,"  ever  contended  for  such  a 
construction ;  and  the  legislature  of  that  State,  at  an  early  day, 
passed  a  law  restricting  the  right  of  voting  to  such  inhabitants  as 
were  citizens.  Every  voter,  when  challenged,  was  required  to 
take  an  oath  that  he  was  a  natural  born  or  naturalized  citizen  of 
the  State  of  New  York,  or  of  one  of  the  United  States.  2  N.  Y. 
R.  L.  of  1813,  p.  252. 

The  existing  Constitution  of  New  Hampshire,  as  altered  and 
amended  in  1792,  confers  the  right  of  voting  upon  every  "  male 
inhabitant  of  each  town  and  parish,  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
excepting  paupers  and  persons  excused  from  paying  taxes  at  their 
own  request."  Yet  the  legislature  of  that  State  have,  by  law,  not 
only  restricted  the  right  of  voting  to  such  inhabitants  as  are  citizens, 
but  there  is  a  law  on  their  statute  book  imposing  a  penalty  of 
thirty  dollars  on  every*  alien  who  shall  vote. 

The  Constitution  of  Ohio  confers  the  right  of  voting  upon  "  all 
white  male  inhabitants,  "  above  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  having 
resided  in  the  State  for  one  year  next  preceding  the  election.  And 
yet  the  legislature  of  that  State  have,  by  law,  restricted  the  right  of 
voting  to  such  inhabitants  as  are  citizens. 

The  Constitutions  of  the  following  States  confer  the  right  of  vot- 
ing upon  male  residents,  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  in  the 
following  words : 

Vermont,  "  every  man,"  &c. ;  Rhode  Island,  "  the  freemen," 
&c.  ;  New  Jersey,  "  all  inhabitants ;  "  Maryland,  "  all   freemen,' 
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&c. ;  North  Carolina,  "all  freemen."  In  Virginia,  the  old  Consti- 
tution of  1776,  and  which  remained  in  force  until  amended  in  1830, 
confers  the  right  of  suffrage  "on  all  men  having  sufficient  evidence 
of  permanent  common  interest,  with  an  attachment  to  the  com- 
munity." 

The  Constitution  of  Massachusetts,  adopted  in  1780,  conferred 
the  right  of  suffrage,  for  representatives,  upon  "  every  male  person," 
being  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  having  resided  in  the  Slate  for 
one  year,  and  having  a  freehold  estate  of  the  annual  income  of 
three  pounds,  or  any  estate  of  the  value  of  sixty  pounds.  Yet  it 
is  believed  that  aliens,  since  the  adoption  of  the  federal  Constitu- 
tion, have  not  been  allowed  to  vote. 

Most  of  the  original  States  established  their  Constitutions  during 
the  revolution,  or  during  the  confederation  ;  and  when  the  federal 
Constitution  was  subsequently  framed,  the  original  States  surren- 
dered many  powers  which  they  were  expressly  authorized  to  exer- 
cise under  their  respective  Constitutions.  This  necessarily  pro- 
duced some  conflict  between  the  States  and  the  federal  Constitu- 
tion. But  the  States  did  not  deem  it  necessary  immediately  to  call 
conventions  to  amend  their  Constitutions,  but  they  honestly,  and 
in  good  faith,  refrained  from  the  exercise  of  any  of  the  powers 
which  they  had  delegated  and  surrendered  to  the  general  govern- 
ment. Although  the  grant  of  the  right  of  suffrage,  in  the  Consti- 
tutions adopted  by  the  original  States  during  the  revolution,  was 
sufficiently  comprehensive  to  embrace  all  the  inhabitants  engaged 
in  that  struggle,  and  who,  by  the  treaty  of  peace,  became  citizens, 
yet  none  of  the  States,  after  the  adoption  of  the  federal  Constitu- 
tion, ever  contended  that  they  had  the  power  to  naturalize  aliens, 
or  to  authorize  aliens  to  vote,  or  to  impart  to  them  any  of  the 
sovereign  powers  vested  in  the  people. 

The  grant  of  the  power  to  vote,  as  contained  in  the  Constitution 
of  this  State,  was  evidently  copied  from  the  then  existing  Constitu- 
tion of  New  York  or  Ohio.  Congress  undoubtedly  admitted  this 
State  into  the  Union,  and  ratified  her  Constitution,  with  the  under- 
standing that  we  should  put  the  same  construction  upon  the  word 
"  inhabitant,"  as  had  been  universally  put  upon  the  same  word, 
when  used  in  the  Constitutions  of  other  States. 

No  one  can  for  a  moment  suppose  that  Congress  would  have 
admitted  this  State  into  the  Union,  with  a  Constitution  that  would 
authorize  aliens  to  send  representatives  to  Congress,  to  assist  in  our 
national  counsels,  and  to  perticipate  in  the  election  of  President  and 
Vice-President  of  the  United  States,  while  all  other  States  were 
restricted  to  the  votes  of  citizens.  Would  such  be  an  admission  of 
this  State  into  the  Union,  "  upon  an  equal  footing  with  the  original 
States?" 

It  is  conceived  that  the  admission  of  alien  votes  in  this  State  is  a 
violation  of  the  spirit  and  meaning  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
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States,  and  a  fraud  upon  our  sister  States.  The  power  of  naturali- 
zation, which  is  vested  exclusively  in  Congress,  necessarily  implies 
that  no  alien  can  enjoy  the  full  rights  of  a  citizen,  except  by  natu- 
ralization. 

In  an  elective  government,  the  "  sovereign  power  "  is  vested  in 
the  people.  The  people  can  only  act  and  speak  through  their 
agents,  duly  elected.  The  elective  franchise  is  then  a  soverign  power, 
and  cannot  be  conferred  upon  an  alien,  except  by  naturalization. 

The  question,  whether  an  alien  has  a  right  to  vote,  must  finally 
be  settled  by  resort  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

I  hold  that  so  much  of  the  Constitution  of  any  State  as  purjDorts 
to  confer  a  right  to  vote,  upon  aliens,  is  repugnant  to  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  and  void. 

The  question  has  been  put  by  opposing  counsel,  in  a  triumphal 
manner,  "  Where  exists  the  power  to  declare  the  Constitution  of 
this  State  unconstitutional  ?  "  I  answer,  that  "  the  judges  of  every 
State  are  bound  so  to  do,  whenever  the  Constitution  of  a  State  is 
repugnant  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States." 

The  Constitution  of  the  State  is  not  the  supreme  law  of  the 
land,  but  whenever  it  conflicts  with,  it  is  subordinate  to,  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States.  The  second  section  of  the  sixth 
article  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  declares,  "  This 
Constitution,  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States  which  shall  be 
made  in  pursuance  thereof,  and  all  treaties,  &c.,  shall  be  the 
supreme  law  of  the  land;  and  the  judges  of  every  State  shall  be 
bound  thereby,  anything  in  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  any  State 
to  the  contrary  notwithstanding." 

No  State  can  pass  naturalization  laws ;  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  "  Congress  have  power  to  establish  a  uniform 
rule  of  naturalization."  This  power  is  necessarily  vested  exclu- 
sively in  Congress.  The  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
declares,  "  that  the  citizens  of  each  State  shall  be  entitled  to  all  the 
privileges  and  immunities  of  the  citizens  in  the  several  States." 
The  only  purpose  of  granting  the  power  of  naturalization  to  Con- 
gress was  to  deprive  the  States  individually  of  the  power  of  natu- 
ralizing aliens  according  to  their  own  will  and  pleasure,  and  thereby 
'giving  them  the  rights  and  privileges  of  citizens  in  every  other 
State.  If  each  State  could  naturalize  upon  one  year's  residence, 
when  the  act  of  Congress  requires  five,  of  what  use  is  the  act  of 
Congress,  and  how  does  it  become  a  uniform  rule?  1  Kent,  424. 

Before  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
each  State  did  exercise  the  power  of  naturalizing  aliens;  and 
although,  in  the  early  days  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
it  was  once  held,  in  Pennsylvania,  that  the  States  still  enjoyed  a 
concurrent  authority  with  the  United  States  upon  the  subject  of 
naturalization,  yet  that  doctrine  has  long  since  been  exploded,  and 
it  is  now  the  settled  law,  that  the  power  of  naturalization  is  vested 
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exclusively  in  Congress ;  tliat  the  power  of  naturalization  has  been 
surrendered  by  the  States ;  that  it  is  a  national  power,  and  can  only 
bo  exercised  by  the  national  government.  The  power  of  natural- 
ization given  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  necessarily 
implies  that  no  alien  can  be  converted  into  a  citizen,  or  enjoy  the 
full  rights  of  a  citizen,  except  by  the  process  of  naturalization. 
The  government  of  the  United  States  was  established  by  the 
people  of  the  United  States  to  secure  the  blessings  of  liberty  to 
themselves  and  their  posterity,  as  declared  in  the  preamble  to  the 
Constitution. 

The  government  of  the  United  States  is  a  political  corporation. 
The  people  who  framed  the  Constitution,  and  their  posterity,  are 
the  members.  An  alien  cannot  become  a  member  of  this  corpora- 
tion unless  by  some  express  agreement  to  receive  him. 

"  The  only  natural  difference  between  a  native  and  a  foreigner, 
in  respect  to  their  becoming  members  of  any  particular  civil 
society,  is,  that  the  native  was  certainly  never  united  to  any  other 
society,  whereas  the  foreigner  may  possibly  have  been  united  to 
some  other  before  he  came  to  settle  within  the  territories  of  this. 
The  effect  of  this  doubt  concerning  the  possibility  of  the  foreigner's 
being  a  member  of  some  other  civil  society  is,  that  he  cannot 
become  a  member  of  the  nation  in  whose  territories  he  settles  with- 
out some  express  stipulations  by  which  he  engages  his  allegiance 
to  this  nation,  and  is  formerly  received  by  it.  If  he  continues 
there  at  any  time  before  he  makes  these  express  stipulations,  and 
before  he  is  formally  received  as  a  member,  he  is  obliged  to  behave 
himself  peaceably,  and  to  submit  to  the  laws  of  the  country; 
because  the  society  would  not  suffer  him  to  stay  within  its  terri- 
tories upon  any  other  term's.  This  peaceable  behavior,  therefore, 
is  no  evidence  on  his  part  that  he  owes  no  allegiance  anywhere 
else;  and  the  society,  by  allowing  him  to  stay  within  its  terri- 
tories before  this,  point  is  cleared  up,  cannot  be  understood  tacitly 
to  receive  him  as  a  member."  Eutherford,  265, 

There  is  no  way  by  which  an  alien  can  engnge  his  allegiance  to 
this  country,  and  be  formally  received  by  it,  except  by  naturaliza- 
tion. 

Naturalization  is  the  renouncing  and  abjuring  allegiance  by  an 
alien  to  his  parent  country,  and  swearing  allegiance  to  his  adopted 
country.  It  is  the  only  way  by  which  he  can  unite  himself  with, 
and  become  a  member  of,  our  political  family;  it  is  the  only  way 
by  which  he  can  be  rendered  competent  to  have  the  right  of  suf- 
frage conferred  upon  him. 

If  the  States  cannot  exercise  the  power  of  naturalization,  can 
they  confer  all  the  political  rights  which  naturalization  gives?  If 
they  cannot  make  an  alien  a  citizen,  can  they  give  him  by  piece- 
meal all  the  rights  which  belong  to  a  citizen,  and  thus  indirectly 
exercise  the  power  of  naturalization  ? 
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A  State  may  grant  to  an  alien  the  privilege  of  taking,  holding, 
and  conveying  real  and  personal  property,  but  it  is  clear  that  he 
cannot  be  admitted  to  participate  in  the  sovereign  power  of  the 
country  until  after  naturalization.  The  impolicy  of  allowing  aliens, 
who  owe  no  allegiance  to  our  country,  but  who  do  owe  allegiance 
to  a  foreign  countr}^,  to  elect  our  rulers,  make  our  laws,  and 
impose  our  taxes,  is  apparent.  History  furnishes  no  precedent  of 
any  nation  on  earth  ever  having  permitted  aliens,  equally  with  the 
native  inhabitants,  to  participate  in  the  sovereign  riglats  of  the 
country  before  they  had  been  admitted  as  members  of  the  same 
national  family.  No  nation  could  long  exist  who  would  suffer  such 
an  impertinent  intermeddling  with  their  political  rights  by  for- 
eigners. When  the  exercise  of  the  elective  franchise  is  surrendered 
into  the  hands  of  those  who  owe  no  allegiance  to  our  country,  but 
who  do,  in  fact,  owe  allegiance  to  a  foreign  country,  wbo  are  not 
subject  to  indictment  for  affording  aid  and  comfort  to  our  enemies 
in  time  of  war,  nor  liable  to  perform  military  duty,  the  purity  and 
the  value  of  the  elective  franchise  is  destroj^ed. 

It  is  a  fair  test  of  the  soundness  of  any  principle  to  trace  it  out 
in  all  its  ramifications,  and  see  to  what  result  it  will  lead. 

If  a  State  can  confer  the  right  of  suffrage  on  aliens  who  have 
resided  within  her  limits  for  six  months,  she  has  the  right  to 
modify  or  altogether  dispense  with  the  condition  of  residence,  and 
extend  the  right  of  voting  to  aliens  after  a  residence  of  twenty- 
four  hours,  or  on  the  same  day  of  their  landing  upon  our  shores. 

It  has  been  very  zealously  contended  by  counsel  upon  the  other 
side,  that  the  Ordinance  of  the  13th  of  July,  1787,  ^'  For  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  Territory  of  the  United  States,  Northioest  of  the  river 
Ohio^''  conferred  upon  aliens  the  right'to  vote  for  representatives 
to  the  legislative  Assembly  of  that  Territory,  and  that  therefore 
the  States  which  have  been  subsequently  formed  out  of  the  same 
Territory  have  also  a  right  to  confer  the  right  of  voting  upon  aliens. 
This  is  the  substance  of  the  argument.  All  that  part  of  the  said 
Ordinance  which  relates  to  the  establishment  of  a  government  in 
said  Territory,  the  election  of  representatives  to  a  territorial  Assem- 
bly, and  the  qualifications  of  the  electors  and  the  elected,  was  a 
mere  temporary  act  of  Congress,  held  under  the  Confederation,  for 
the  temporary  government  of  said  Territory.  This  part  of  the 
Ordinance  was  subject  to  be  repealed,  altered  and  changed  by  a 
subsequent  Congress,  and  was  changed  and  modified  by  Congress 
at  every  time  a  new  territorial  government  was  carved  out  of  the 
Northwest  Territory.  It  is  entirely  useless  to  wade  through  the  mass 
of  the  temporary  congressional  legislation  in  relation  to  the  govern- 
ment of  the  Northwest  Territory.  Whether  aliens  were  or  were  not 
allowed  to  vote  while  the  district  of  country  out  of  which  this  State  is 
formed  was  a  Territory,  can  have  no  possible  bearing  upon  the  rights, 
powers  and  duties  of  this  State  after  siie  was  admitted  a  member 
of  the  Union.     The  Territories  of  the  United  States  are  merely 
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under  the  government  and  protection  of  Congress ;  they  have  no 
voice  in  our  national  counsels,  nor  in  the  making  of  our  law3. 
Whatever  course  Congress  has  pursued  in  the  government  of  its 
territories,  whatever  privileges  she  has  extended  to  or  denied  them, 
can  have  no  effect  in  adding  to  or  taking  from  the  constitutional 
rights  of  the  States  which  may  be  formed  out  of  those  Territories. 
The  six  concluding  articles  of  the  said  Ordinance  are  declared  to 
be  articles  of  compact  between  the  original  States,  and  the  people 
and  States  in  said  Territory,  and  forever  to  remain  unalterable, 
unless  by  common  consent.  The  fourth  article  provides  that  the 
States  which  may  be  formed  out  of  the  said  Territory  "  shall  for- 
ever remain  a  part  of  this  Confederacy,  subject  to  the  articles  of 
confederation,  and  to  such  alterations  therein  as  shall  be  consti- 
tutionally made."  After  the  making  of  this  Ordinance,  on  the 
17th  of  September,  1787,  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
was  established,  and  thus  the  States  to  be  formed  out  of  the  said 
Territory,  by  the  express  provision  of  the  Ordinance,  became 
subject  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 

Again,  the  fifth  article  of  the  Ordinance  provides  that  the 
States  to  be  formed  out  of  said  Territory  shall  be  admitted  into 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  "  on  an  equal  footing  with  the 
original  States,  in  all  respects  whatever." 

After  these  stipulations  in  the  Ordinance  it  would  seem  to  be 
absurd  to  contend  that  the  States  formed  out  of  the  Northwest 
Territory  possess  any  other  or  different  rights  than  the  original 
States.  I  understand  the  argument  on  the  other  side  to  be,  that 
this  State  has  the  constitutional  right  to  grant  to  an  alien  who  shall 
come  into  the  State,  after  the  formation  of  her  Constitution,  and 
reside  here  six  months,  the  right  of  suffrage,  although  the  original 
States  have  no  power  to  do  the  same  thing.  If  this  is  not  the 
argument,  then  why  have  counsel  gone  into  so  labored  an  exami- 
nation of  the  territorial  laws,  as  though  the  States  formed  out  of 
this  Territory  enjoyed  some  peculiar  constitutional  privileges, 
not  conferred  upon  the  original  States  ? 

It  has  been  said  that  the  admission  of  Michigan  into  the  Union, 
with  her  Constitution,  in  some  way  gives  color  to  the  right  of  the 
States  to  extend  the  right  of  voting  to  aliens.  Whereas,  the  very 
reverse  is  the  fact ;  the.  following  is  the  article  in  the  Constitution  of 
Michigan :  "  In  all  elections,  every  white  male  citizen  above  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  having  resided  in  the  State  six  months 
next  preceding  any  election,  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  at  such  elec- 
tion; and  every  white  male  inhabitant  of  the  age  aforesaid,  who 
may  be  a  resident  of  the  State  at  the  time  of  the  signing  of  this 
Constitution,  shall  have  the  right  of  voting  as  aforesaid."  Con- 
gress, by  ratifying  this  Constitution,  did  not  decide  that  a  State  had 
the  power  to  naturalize  aliens ;  nor  to  extend  to  them  the  right  of 
suffrage,  but  they  did  decide  that  when  Congress  admitted  a  State 
into  the  Union,  the  admission  may  extend  to  the  inhabitants  who 
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reside  there  at  the  time,  as  well  as  to  the  Territory;  that  the 
admission  of  a  State  into  the  Union  may  operate  as  a  special  act 
of  naturalization  to  the  inhabitants.  It  is  limited  to  such  inhabit- 
ants as  were  there  at  the  time  of  the  signing  of  the  Constitution. 

Aliens  who  go  into  the  State  after  the  signing  of  the  Consti- 
tution cannot  be  naturalized  by  the  State,  nor  admitted  to  the 
right  of  suffrage.  The  case  now  under  discussion  is  not  the  case 
of  an  alien  who  resided  here  at  the  time  of  the  admission  of  this 
State  into  the  Union.  The  agreed  case  admits  that  he  had  not 
been  naturalized  in  any  way ;  nor  had  he  resided  in  the  State 
over  a  year. 

The  clause  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which 
declares  that  the  electors  of  each  State  shall  have  the  qualifications 
of  electors  of  the  most  numerous  branch  of  the  State  legislature, 
confers  no  power  upon  the  State  to  extend  the  right  of  suffrage  to 
aliens.  It  speaks  of  "  electors."  It  means  those  who  have  the 
capacity  to  be  electors ;  though  every  citizen  might  not  be  an 
elector,  no  one  can  be  an  elector  who  is  not  a  citizen. 

Our  government  is  an  experiment ;  it  is  elective  in  all  its  fea- 
tures— elections  are  the  source  and  fountain  of  its  life ;  its  health 
and  perpetuity  depend  upon  their  purity ;  they  should  be  guarded 
as  with  a  flaming  sword.  But  if,  on  the  contrary,  the  doors  of 
election  are  flung  open;  if  all  nations,  tongues  and  kindred  are 
invited,  without  any  preparation  for  the  change,  to  congregate  at 
our  polls  to  elect  our  rulers  and  make  our  laws,  the  time  will 
come  when  foreign  enemies,  who  cannot  conquer  us  with  their 
arms,  will  unite  with  a  faction  and  conquer  us  with  their  votes. 

Smith,  Justice: 

This  is  an  action  of  debt  brought  to  recover  a  penalty  for  the 
alleged  misconduct  of  Spragins  as  judge  of  an  election,  stated  in 
the  record,  to  have  been  holden  in  this  State,  in  the  county  of  Jo 
Daviess,  in  August,  1838. 

The  cause  comes  into  this  Court  by  appeal  from  the  Circuit 
Court,  where  it  was  entered  without  process,  and  upon  the  follow- 
ing statement  of  facts,  in  the  form  of  an  agreed  case : 

"The  defendant  was  one  of  the  judges  of  an  election,  duly 
appointed  and  qualified  according  to  law,  at  the  August  election, 
1838,  for  the  precinct  of  Galena,  in  the  county  of  Jo  Daviess,  and 
acted  as  such,  and  received  votes  at  that  election,  to  wit :  on  the 
6th  day  of  August,  A.  D.,  1888.  It  is  further  agreed  and  under- 
stood, that  one  Jeremiah  Kyle  voted  at  that  election  for  all  State 
and  county  officers  voted  for  at  that  time,  to  wit :  Governor,  Lieu- 
tenant-Governor, Representatives  to  Congress,  Senator  to  the 
General  Assembly,  two  Representatives  to  the  General  Assembly, 
Sheriff  of  the  county,  three  County  Commissioners,  Coroner,  and 
County  Constables.     The  defendant  was  one  of  the  judges  at  the 
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window,  when  the  said  Jeremiah  Kyle  voted.  It  is  agreed  and 
admitted,  both  by  plaintiff  and  defendant,  that  the  said.  Kyle  was 
not,  at  the  time  he  voted,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  but  that 
he  was  a  native  of  Ireland,  and  had  never  been  naturalized  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  of  this  State. 

"  It  is  also  agreed,  that  the  said  Kyle  had  resided  in  this  State, 
and  in  the  county  of  Jo  Daviess,  more  than  six  months  immedi- 
ately preceding  the  election  at  which  he  voted  as  aforesaid. 

"  Tlie  defendant  admitted  the  said  Kyle  to  vote,  and  had  his 
name  inserted  in  the  poll  books,  and  counted  his  vote  as  a  good 
and  proper  vote,  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  this  State, 
knowing  before,  and  at  the  time  when  the  said  vote  was  admitted 
and  counted,  that  Jeremiah  Kyle  was  not  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  or  of  this  State;  and  knowing  he  was  a  native  of  the 
Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland;  and  knowing  at  the  time 
his  vote  was  given,  admitted  and  counted,  as  stated  above,  that  he 
was  not  naturalized  according  to  the  laws  of  the  United  States, 
and  of  this  State.  It  is  further  agreed  and  admitted,  that  the 
defendant,  acting  as  judge  of  the  said  election,  received  and  counted 
the  vote  of  the  said  Jeremiah  Kyle,  believing,  at  the  time,  that  he 
was  not  a  qualified  voter  ;  the  defendant  himself  believing  that  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  this  State,  not  only  required  a  residence 
of  six  months,  but  also,  that  the  person  offering  to  vote  should 
be  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  It  is  agreed,  that  if  the  Court 
shall  be  of  opinion,  upon  the  foregoing  statement  of  facts,  that  the 
said  Jeremiah  Kyle  was  not  a  qualified  voter,  according  to  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  this  State,  the  judgment  shall  be  entered 
ao'ainst  the  said  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars, 
one-half  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff"  in  this  action,  and  the  other 
half  for  the  use  of  the  county  of  Jo  Daviess,  and  costs  of  suit ; 
but,  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  Jeremiah  Kyle 
was  a  qualified  voter,  according  to  the  Constitution  and  laws 
of  this  State,  then  this  suit  to  be  dismissed  at  the  costs  of  the 
plaintiff!" 

Upon  this  agreement,  the  Circuit  Court  rendered  judgment 
against  Houghton,  for  one  hundred  dollars,  in  conformity  with  the 
stipulation  of  the  parties. 

The  case  is  now  presented  for  the  revision  of  this  Court,  and 
the  appellant  insists,  that,  according  to  the  Constitution  and  laws 
of  this  State,  Jeremiah  Kyle  was  a  legal,  qualified  voter,  and  was 
duly  and  legally  admitted  to  vote,  at  the  election  in  Jo  Daviess 
county,  holden  in  August,  1838 ;  and,  therefore,  the  Circuit  Court 
decided  erroneously  in  rendering  judgment  against  him. 

The  case  has  been  argued  at  great  length,  and  with  much  ability. 

The  points  presented  for  examination  and  consideration  are 
doubtless  of  deep  interest,  inasmuch  as  the  judgment  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  changes  the  rule  regulating  the  exercise  of  the  elective 
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franchise,  which  has  prevailed  ever  since  the  adoption  of  the  State 
I  Constitution',  under  that  Constitution  and  the  laws  of  the  State, 
which  have  been  uniform  and  unchanged,  as  to  the  qualification  of 
voters  during  that  period,  and  has  now,  for  the  first  time,  received 
a  new  and  entirely  different  construction  from  that  which  has  hith- 
erto prevailed;  which,  if  it  be  a  just  and  true  exposition  of  our 
Constitution,  and  the  laws  regulating  elections  in  this  State,  will 
deprive  a  large  portion  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  State  of  the  hith- 
erto admitted  invaluable  exercise  of  the  right  of  suffrage. 

The  serious  character  of  the  question  presented  for  consider- 
ation, and  the  magnitude  of  the  interests  mvolved,  obviously 
demand  of  this  tribunal  the  exercise  of  its  most  cautious,  earnest, 
and  deliberate  judgment,  before  a  decision  be  pronounced.  No 
considerations  but  those  of  imperative  duty,  founded  on  the  solemn 
convictions  of  the  weight  and  justice  of  its  reasons  for  the  founda- 
tion of  its  opinion,  ought  to  prevail ;  and,  in  the  conclusions  to 
which  it  should  arrive,  it  should  be  alone  animated  by  a  desire  to 
decide  the  question  upon  a  just  interpretation  of  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  State.  The  effects  of  its  decision,  if  just  and  accu- 
rate, cannot  be  looked  to,  be  they  what  they  may  as  regards 
those  who  may  have  supposed  ulterior  political  consequences 
might  arise  therefrom,  according  to  the  predominance  of  the  views 
of  the  one  side  or  the  other  of  the  questions  discussed.  The  duty 
of  the  Court  is  as  plain  as  it  is  imperative.  It  must  decide  the 
case  as  it  finds  the  facts  arising  on  the  record,  and  agreeably  to 
the  manifest  intentions  of  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  State. 

What  might  or  might  not  be  expedient,  or  more  conformable  to 
a  supposed  more  proper  principle  of  political  economy,  than  the 
rule  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  State  have 
thought  proper  to  adopt,  and  by  which  the  case  must  be  alone 
governed,  is  not  for  the  Court  to  assume,  as  a  rule  of  action,  to 
govern  its  determination. 

The  plain  and  obvious  import  of  the  Constitution  and  laws  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  Court  to  ascertain ;  and  when  there  is  neither 
ambiguity  nor  doubt,  the  result  can  be  easily  arrived  at. 

It  becomes  important,  then,  to  enquire  what  qualifications  the  Con- 
stitution has  prescribed  a  person  shall  possess,  to  entitle  him  to  exer- 
cise the  right  of  voting  at  elections  in  this  State.  The  27th  section 
of  the  2d  article  of  the  Constitution  declares  "  In  all  elections,  all 
white  male  inhabitants,  above  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  having 
resided  in  the  State  six  months  next  preceding  the  election,  shall 
enjoy  the  right  of  an  elector,  but  no  person  shall  be  entitled  to  vote 
except  in  the  county  or  district  in  which  he  shall  actually  reside  at 
the  time  of  the  election."  In  reference  to  the  first  general  election 
holden  under  the  Constitution,  it  is  declared,  in  the  12th  section  of 
the  schedule  to  the  Constitution,  that  "All  white  male  inhabitants 
above  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  who  shall  be  actual  residents  of 
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this  State,  at  the  signiog  of  this  Constitution,  shall  have  the  right 
to  vote  at  the  election  to  be  held  on  the  third  Thursday,  and  the 
two  following  days,  of  September  next,"(l) 

It  is  here  to  be  remembered  that  the  Constitution  of  the  State 
of  Illinois  was  required,  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  18th  of 
April,  1818,  to  be  republican,  and  not  repugnant  to  the  Ordinance 
of  the  13th  July,  1787,  between  the  original  States  and  the 
people  and  States  of  the  Territory  northwest  of  the  river  Ohio, 
excepting  so  much  of  said  articles  as  relate  to  the  boundaries  of 
States  therein  to  be  formed. 

By  the  resolution  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  of  the 
8d  December,  1818,  it  is  expressly  declared  that  the  Constitution 
and  State  government  so  formed  is  republican,  and  in  conformity 
to  the  principles  of  the  articles  of  compact  between  the  original 
States,  and  the  people  and  States  in  the  Territory  northwest  of  the 
river  Ohio,  passed  on  the  13th  July,  1787 ;  and  that  the  State  of 
Illinois  should  be  admitted  into  the  Union,  upon  an  equal  footing 
with  the  original  States  in  all  respects  whatsoever. 

It  is  of  importance  here  to  ascertain  whether  the  Ordinance  of 
1787  permitted  resident  aliens  to  be  representatives  in  the  territor- 
ial Legislatures,  and  to  vote  at  elections  for  representatives.  By 
the  Ordinance  it  is  provided  that  no  person  shall  be  eligible  or  qual- 
ified to  act  as  a  representative  unless  he  shall  have  been  a  citizen 
of  one  of  the  United  States  three  years,  and  be  a  resident  in  the 
district,  or  unless  he  shall  have  resided  in  the  district  three  years  ; 
and,  in  either  case,  shall  likewise  hold  in  his  own  right,  in  fee  sim- 
ple, two  hundred  acres  of  land  within  the  same  ;  provided,  also, 
that  a  freehold  in  fifty  acres  of  land  in  the  district,  having  been  a 
citizen  of  one  of  the  States,  and  being  resident  in  the  district,  or 
the  like  freehold,  and  two  years  residence  in  the  district,  shall  be 
necessary  to  qualify  a  man  as  an  elector  of  a  representative.(2) 

It  will  readily  be  perceived  that  the  qualification  for  eligibility 
to  the  office  of  representative  in  the  territorial  legislature  is  two- 
fold ;  first,  three  years  a  citizen  of  one  of  the  United  States,  and 
a  resident  of  the  district,  and  the  owner  in  his  own  right,  in  fee 
simple,  of  two  hundred  acres  of  laud  within  the  district;  or, 
secondly,  three  years  residence  in  the  district,  and  the  like  owner 
of  two  hundred  acres  of  land,  without  being  a  citizen  of  one  of 
the  United  States. 

The  qualification  to  vote  for  such  representative  is,  first,  a  free- 
hold in  fifty  acres  of  land  in  the  district,  and  having  been  a  citizen 
of  one  of  the  States,  and  a  resident  of  the  district;  or,  secondly,' 
a  like  freehold  of  fifty  acres  of  land,  and  two  years  residence  in 
the  district. 

The  policy  of  the  Ordinance  here  disclosed  continued  to  be  the 

(1)  R.  L.,  48 ;  Gale's  Slat.,  3G.  (2)  R.  L.,  54 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  41. 
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policy  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  with  various  modifi- 
cations in  favor  of  the  extension  of  the  right  of  suffrage  in  the 
Territories  from  time  to  time,  as  its  various  acts  of  legislation  dis- 
close, and  distinctly  recognize  and  authorize  aliens  to  enjoy  the 
elective  franchise.  The  emphatic  term  man,  it  will  be  seen,  is 
used  as  marking  the  person  who  is  to  exercise  the  right,  whether 
that  man  be  a  citizen  or  resident  of  the  Territory. 

Thus,  the  "  Act  to  enable  the  lieople  of  the  eastern  division  of  the 
Territory  northwest  of  the  river  Ohio  to  form  a  State  Constitution 
and  State  governinent,  and  for  the  admission  of  such  State  into  the 
Union,  on  an  equal  footing  with  the  original  States,  and  for  other 
purposes"  declared,  "  That  all  male  citizens  of  the  United  States 
of  full  age,  who  resided  within  the  Territory  one  year  previous 
to  the  day  of  election,  and  who  had  paid  a  territorial  or  county 
tax;  and  also  all  persons  having,  in  other  respects,  the  legal 
qualifications  to  vote  for  representatives  in  the  General  Assembly 
of  the  Territory,  were  authorized  to  choose  representatives  to 
form  a  convention  to  frame  a  Constitution  and  State  government."(l) 
This  same  provision,  with  the  exception  of  the  term  of  residence 
being  reduced  from  one  year  to  one  day,  was  incorporated  in  the 
act  to  enable  the  people  of  Indiana  Territory  to  form  a  Constitution 
and  State  government,  and  for  the  admission  of  such  State  into 
the  Union.(2) 

The  act  to  enable  the  people  of  the  Illinois  Territory  to  form  a 
Constitution  and  State  government,  and  for  the  admission  of  the 
State  into  the  Union,  is  precisely  similar,  except  in  the  reduction 
of  the  time  of  residence  to  six  months.(3) 

The  several  acts  of  Congress  erecting  and  regulating  the  terri- 
torial government,  passed  from  time  to  time,  not  only  prescribed 
the  qualification  of  voters,  but  gave  to  aliens  as  well  as  citizens 
the  right  of  electing  and  being  elected  to  oflice. 

Under  the  terms  used  in  the  acts  to  enable  the  people  of  the 
Territories  referred  to,  to  form  Constitutions  and  State  govern- 
ments, it  will  be  perceived  that  "all  persons  having,  in  other 
respects,  the  legal  qualifications  to  vote  for  representatives,"  were 
permitted  to  vote  for  members  of  the  State  conventions ;  thereby 
including  aliens  as  well  as  citizens,  who  possessed  the  other  quali- 
fications then  and  there  enumerated  in  the  law. 

In  May,  1812,  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  passed  an  act 
to  extend  the  right  of  suffrage  in  the  Illinois  Territory,  having  pre- 
viously, on  the  3d  of  Februarj^,  1809,  by  an  act,  established  the 
Territory  of  Illinois,  and  granted  to  the  inhabitants  the  same  rights, 
privileges  and  advantages  as  were  secured  to  the  people  of  the 
Territory  of  the  United  States  northwest  of  the  river  Oiaio,  by  the 
Ordinance  of  1787 ;  and  so  much  of  the  same  ordinance  as  relates 

(1)  2  story's  L.  U.  S.,  869.  (2)  Ibid.,  1565.  (3)  Ibid.,  1674. 
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to  the  organization  of  the  General  Assembly  in  said  Territory, 
was  declared  to  be  in  force  and  operation  in  the  Illinois  Territory. 

The  act  of  May,  1812,  provides.  That  upon  the  admission  of 
the  Illinois  Territory  into  the  second  grade  of  government,  each 
and  every  white  male  person,  who  shall  have  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  and  who  shall  have  paid  a  county  or  territorial 
tax,  and  who  shall  have  resided  one  year  in  said  Territory  previ- 
ous to  any  general  election,  and  be,  at  the  time  of  such  election,  a 
resident  thereof,  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  for  members  of  the  Legis- 
lative Council  and  House  of  Representatives  for  said  Territory. 
By  the  third  section  of  the  act,  the  right  of  voting  for  a  delegate 
to  Congress  was  extended  to  the  same  persons.  It  will  be  seen 
that  this  act  abolished  the  property  qualification  before  required, 
and  extended  the  right  of  suffrage  to  all  white  male  persons, 
making  no  discrimination  between  the  citizen  and  the  resident  of 
foreign  birth.  It  will  also  be  further  perceived,  that  while  the 
right  of  electing  and  being  elected  to  office  is  conferred  on  persons 
who  are  neither  natives  nor  naturalized  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  these  same  persons  were  permitted  to  become  members  of 
the  conventions  which  formed  the  Constitutions  of  Ohio,  Indiana, 
Michigan,  and  Illinois ;  and  it  is  notorious  that  those  Constitutions 
were  adopted  by  a  portion  of  votes  given  by  persons  who  were 
not  citizens  of  the  United  States.  Under  this  undeniable  policy, 
and  after  it  had  been  practiced  on  in  the  Illinois  Territory  for  a 
period  of  more  than  six  years,  the  Constitution  of  Illinois  was 
formed,  and  the  provision  relative  to  the  elective  franchise  adopted. 

It  is  conceived  that  misapprehension  prevails  to  a  considerable 
extent  as  to  the  right  of  a  State  to  admit  other  persons  than  citi- 
zens, native  or  naturalized,  to  vote  at  elections.  Each  State  has  the 
undoubted  right  to  prescribe  the  qualifications  of  its  own  voters. 
And  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  act  of  naturalization  does  not 
confer  on  the  individual  naturalized  the  right  to  exercise  the  elect- 
ive franchise.  While  other  civil  rights  are  conferred  by  it,  that  of 
voting  at  elections  for  officers  of  State  is  not  one,  unless  the  party 
possess  the  other  requisite  qualifications,  defined  by  the  State  law, 
where  citizenship  is  one  of  the  necessary  requisites  to  its  exercise. 

The  first  paragraph  of  the  second  section  of  the  first  article  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  declares,  that  the  electors  in. 
each  State  shall  have  the  qualifications  requisite  for  electors  of  the 
most  numerous  branch  of  the  State  legislature.  This  is  alone 
applicable  to  the  choice  of  members  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives of  the  United  States,  and  is  regulated,  of  course,  by  the 
qualifications  prescribed  by  the  State  laws  for  the  qualification  of 
its  voters  in  the  choice  of  its  representatives  in  its  own  legislature. 
The  qualification  which  the  voter  is  required  to  possess  in  a  Con- 
gressional election  depends  entirely  on  the  laws  of  the  State  in 
which  the  elective  franchise  is  exercised,  and  is  purely  dependent 
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on  the  municipal  regulations  of  the  State.  The  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  in  this  particular,  is  wholly  subordinate  to  the 
legislative  will  of  the  State ;  whatever  it  prescribes  is  adopted  as 
the  qualification  of  the  voter  for  member  of  Congress.  In  speak- 
ing of  this  provision  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the 
52d  number  of  the  Federalist,  written  by  Mr.  Madison,  contains 
the  following  just  comments:  "To  have  reduced  the  different 
qualifications  in  the  different  States  to  one  uniform  rule,  would 
probably  have  been  as  dissatisfactory  to  some  of  the  States  as  it 
would  have  been  diflicult  to  the  Convention.  The  provision  made 
by  the  Convention  appears,  therefore,  to  be  the  best  that  lay  within 
their  option.  It  must  be  satisfactory  to  every  State,  because  it  is 
conformable  to  the  standard  already  established,  or  which  may  be 
established,  by  the  State  itself  It  will  be  safe  to  the  United  States, 
because,  being  fixed  by  the  State  Constitutions,  it  is  not  altered  by 
the  State  governments;  and  it  cannot  be  feared  that  the  people  of 
the  States  will  alter  this  part  of  their  Constitutions,  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  abridge  the  rights  secured  to  them  by  the  federal  Constitution." 

Each  State  of  the  Union  has  not  only  exercised  this  power,  at 
discretion,  ever  since  the  first  organization  of  the  government  of 
the  United  States  under  its  own  Constitution,  original,  modified,  or 
changed  in  any  manner  whatsoever,  but  the  qualifications  of  elect- 
ors are  variant  and  dissimilar  in  many  of  the  States, — some  differ- 
ing in  the  period  of  residence ;  others  making  the  possession  of 
real  estate  essential,  and  others  permitting,  on  certain  conditions, 
free  negroes  to  enjoy  the  right  of  suffrage.  Hence,  in  all  of  the 
States,  there  may  be  frequently  individuals  who  cannot  exercise 
the  right  of  suffrage,  although  native  citizens,  because  of  the  want 
of  the  possession  of  the  requisite  legal  qualifications. 

The  question,  what  is  the  true  reasonable  interpretation  of  the 
27th  section  of  the  2d  article  of  the  State  Constitution,  defining 
the  qualifications  of  an  elector,  is  now  to  be  considered,  under  the 
antecedent  practice  which  it  is  seen  prevailed  under  the  provisions 
of  the  ordinance  and  acts  of  Congress. 

To  arrive  at  a  just  solution  of  this  enquiry,  it  is  important  to  ascer- 
tain, with  exactitude,  the  true  definition  and  meaning  of  the  term 
"  inhabitant,"  as  used  in  the  section  of  the  Constitution  under 
consideration.  ' 

The  term  "  inhabitant "  is  derived  from  the  Latin  liahito,  and  sig- 
nifies to  live  in,  to  dwell  in ;  and  is  applied,  exclusively,  to  one 
who  lives  in  a  place,  and  has  there  a  fixed  and  legal  settlement. 
It  embraces  locality  of  existence.  It  refers  to  the  place  of  a  per- 
son's actual  residence,  and  excludes  the  idea  of  an  occasional  or 
temporary  residence ;  and,  as  used  in  the  section  referred  to,  the 
place  where  the  elector  dwells,  at  the  time  of  his  voting. 

The  term  is  conceived  to  be  entirely  free  from  technicality,  and 
has  a  known  and  universally  accepted  meaning,  all  agreeing  in 
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considering  inhabitant  as  directly  connected  with  habitation  and 
abode.  It  is  supposed  that  a  term  of  no  technicality,  so  simple 
and  expressive  in  itself,  and  so  clear  and  definite  in  its  character, 
is  susceptible  of  but  one  meaning.  This  residence,  however,  is  to 
be  bona  fide,  and  not  casual  or  temporary.  To  determine,  then, 
the  qualifications  of  an  elector  in  this  State,  it  would  seem  to  be 
wholly  unnecessary  to  enquire  whether  the  elector  was  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States.  Possessing  the  qualifications  declared  in  the 
Constitution,  and  recapitulated  in  the  law  of  elections,  he  should 
be  deemed  a  qualified  voter,  and  admitted  to  vote,  though  not  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States. 

It  is,  however,  strenuously  contended,  that  the  term  "  inhabit- 
ant" is  synonymous  with  citizen,  and  should  receive  the  same  inter- 
pretation. To  test  this  argument,  let  us  consider  in  what  sense 
the  framers  of  the  Constitution  must  have  used  the  term,  as  appli- 
cable to  the  object  they  had  in  view,  at  the  time  of  its  use,  inde- 
pendent of  its  ordinary  signification.  We  have  already  seen 
that  it  was  the  policy  of  the  United  States  government  to  confer 
on  the  inhabitants  of  the  Territory,  without  reference  to  their 
citizenship,  the  right  of  electing  and  being  elected  to  office.  This 
peculiar  policy,  adopted  by  the  Ordinance,  continued  the  settled 
rule  of  action,  and  was  marked  by  its  continuance  in  all  the  acts 
of  Congress,  in  reference  to  the  Territories ;  and  peculiarly  so,  in 
reference  to  Illinois  (as  is  shown  by  the  act  to  extend  the  right  of 
suffrage  therein)  up  to  the  adoption  of  the  State  Constitution. 

It  is  a  matter  of  history,  that  a  large  portion  of  the  inhabitants 
of  Illinois,  antecedently,  and  at  the  adoption  of  the  State  Consti- 
tution, were  French  and  Canadian  emigrants.  Many  had  come  to 
Illinois  before  the  capture  of  the  French  settlements,  during  the 
revolutionary  war,  by  Greorge  Rogers  Clark ;  while  others  arrived 
during  the  war,  and  some  after  peace  had  been  proclaimed.  The 
articles  of  compact  contained  in  the  Ordinance  to  embrace  a  stipu- 
lation in  favor  of  the  then  inhabitants,  which  declares,  "  that  the 
inhabitants  of  said  Territory  shall  always  be  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  a  proportionate  representation  of  the  people  in  the  legislature  ;" 
and  they  were  also  declared,  "  subject  to  pa}''  a  part  of  the  federal 
debt,  and  a  proportional  part  of  the  expenses  of  government,  to 
be  apportioned  on  them  by  Congress,  according  to  the  same  com- 
mon rule  and  measure,  by  which  apportionments  should  be  made 
on  the  other  States." 

One  of  the  many  reasons  for  the  introduction  of  the  policy  of 
permitting  aliens  to  vote,  and  be  voted  for,  as  declared  in  the  Ordi- 
nance, and  the  legislation  of  Congress,  is  to  be  found  in  the  afore- 
going stipulations ;  and  sufficiently  explains,  in  connection  with 
others  to  be  hereafter  adverted  to,  the  causes  of  its  adoption  and 
continuance. 

Pursuing  the  same  spirit  of  justice  and  liberality,  tlie  framers  of 
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the  State  Constitution  intended  to  carry  out  a  continuance  of  the 
policy  of  admitting  to  vote,  not  only  those  who  were  inhabitants 
of  the  Territory  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution, 
but,  also,  all  those  who  might  subsequently  become  inhabitants  of 
the  State,  and  should  become  otherwise  qualified  to  exercise  the 
right  of  suffrage,  there,  as  citizen  of  the  United  States.  It  was 
but  in  accordance  with  the  policy  which  had  antecedently  pre- 
vailed ;  and  was  further  supported,  as  is  well  known  to  those  who 
heard  the  discussions  in  the  Convention,  by  the  supposition  that  the 
exercise  of  this  political  right,  with  the  further  one,  to  be  enacted 
by  the  legislative  department,  of  holding,  conveying,  and  devising 
real  estate,  would  induce  a  flood  of  emigration  to  the  State,  and 
cause  its  early  and  compact  settlement.  That  such  was  its  influ- 
ence on  the  Convention  is  believed  to  be  beyond  doubt ;  though  its 
effects  and  influences  may  have  failed  in  the  extent  of  its  antici- 
pated operations. 

That  it  is  the  just  and  reasonable  interpretation  of  the  27th 
section  may  be  further  established  by  a  recurrence  to  the  Con- 
gressional debates  which  occurred  on  the  discussion  relative  to  the 
admission  of  the  State  of  Michigan  into  the  Union. 

On  the  29th  of  March,  1836,  a  debate  arose  in  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  on  the  bills  to  establish  the  northern  boundary 
line  of  Ohio,  and  for  the  admission  of  Michigan  into  the  Union. 
On  that  occasion,  in  adverting  to  the  clause  in  the  Constitution  of 
Michigan,  defining  her  boundaries,  which  conflicted  with  those  of 
Ohio,  exception  was  taken  to  the  2d  article  of  the  Constitution 
of  Michigan.     The  article  is  as  follows  : 

"  In  all  elections,  every  white  male  citizen  above  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  having  resided  in  the  State  six  months  next 
preceding  any  election,  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  at  such  election  ; 
and  every  white  male  inhabitant,  of  the  age  aforesaid,  who  may 
be  a  resident  of  this  State  at  the  time  of  the  signing  of  this  Con- 
stitution, shall  have  the  right  of  voting  as  aforesaid  ;  but  no  such 
citizen  or  inhabitant  shall  be  entitled  to  vote,  except  in  the  dis- 
trict, county,  or  township  in  which  he  shall  actually  reside  at  the 
time  of  such  election." 

Senator  Buchanan,  in  that  debate,  remarked,  "  that  it  had  been 
said  that  Michigan  ought  not  to  be  admitted  under  her  present 
Constitution,  because,  by  it,  every  white  male  inhabitant  in  the 
State  had  the  right  of  voting,  contending  that  this  provision  gave 
the  right  of  suffrage  to  others  than  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
He  asked  gentlemen  to  mark  the  distinction  here  drawn  by  the 
gentleman  from  Delaware,  and  to  judge  whether  this  objection  was 
well  founded.  Michigan  confined  herself  to  such  residents  and 
inhabitants  of  her  Territory  as  were  there  at  the  signing  of  her 
Constitution :  and  to  those,  alone,  she  extended  the  right  of  suf- 
frage. 
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"  Now  we  have  admitted  Ohio  and  Illinois  into  this  Union,  two 
sister  States,  of  whom  we  ought  certainly  to  be  very  proud.  He 
would  refer  Senators  to  the  provision  in  the  Constitution  of  Ohio 
on  that  subject.  By  it,  all  white  male  inhabitants,  twenty-one 
years  of  age  or  upwards,  having  resided  one  year  in  the  State,  are 
entitled  to  vote.  Michigan  had  made  the  proper  distinction. 
She  had  very  properly  confined  the  elective  franchise  to  inhabit- 
ants within  the  State  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitu- 
tion. But  Ohio  had  given  the  right  of  suffrage,  as  to  all  future 
time,  to  all  her  white  inhabitants  over  the  age  of  twenty -one  years  ; 
a  case  embracing  all  time  to  come,  and  not  limited  as  in  the  Con- 
stitution of  Michigan.  He  had  understood  that  Obio,  since  the 
adoption  of  her  Constitution,  had  repealed  this  provision  by  law. 
He  did  not  know  whether  this  was  so  or  not,  but  here  it  was,  as 
plain  as  the  English  language  could  make  it,  that  all  white  male 
inhabitants  of  Ohio,  above  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  were 
entitled  to  a  vote  at  her  elections.  Well,  what  has  Illinois  done  in 
this  matter?  He  would  read  an  extract  from  her  Constitution,  by 
which  it  would  appear  that  only  six  months  previous  residence 
was  required  to  acquire  the  right  of  suffrage.  The  Constitution  of 
Illinois  was,  therefore,  still  broader  and  more  liberal  than  that  of 
Ohio.  There,  in  all  elections,  all  white  male  inhabitants  above  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  having  resided  in  the  State  six  months 
previous  to  the  election,  shall  enjoy  the  right  of  suffrage. 

"  Now,  sir,  it  has  been  made  a  matter  of  preference  by  settlers 
to  go  to  Illinois,  instead  of  other  new  States,  where  they  must 
become  citizens  before  they  can  vote ;  and  he  appealed  to  the 
Senators  from  Illinois  (who  admitted  such  was  the  fact)  whether 
this  was  not  now  the  case ;  and  whether  any  man  could  not  now 
vote  in  that  State  after  six  months'  residence. 

"  Now,  here  were  two  Constitutions  of  States,  the  Senator  from 
one  of  which  was  most  strenuously  opposed  to  the  admission  of 
Michigan,  which  had  not  extended  the  right  of  suffrage  as  far  as 
was  done  by  either  of  them.  Did  Michigan  do  right  in  thus  fixing 
the  elective  franchise  ?  He  contended  that  she  did  act  right,  and 
if  she  had  not  so  acted  she  would  not  have  acted  in  obedience  to 
the  spirit,  if  not  to  the  very  letter,  of  the  Ordinance  of  1787. 
Michigan  took  the  right  ground,  while  the  States  of  Ohio  and 
Illinois  went  too  far,  in  making  perpetual  in  their  Constitutions 
what  was  contained  in  the  Ordinance.  When  Congress  admitted 
Ohio  and  Indiana  on  this  principle  he  thought  it  very  ungracious 
in  any  of  their  Senators  or  Representatives  to  declare  that  Michi- 
gan should  not  be  admitted,  because  she  had  extended  the  right 
of  suffrage  to  the  few  persons  within  her  limits  at  the  adoption  of 
her  Constitution." 

Senator  Ewing,  of  Ohio,  urged  that  the  precedents  referred  to 
by  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania,  were  admitted  under  trouble- 
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some  circumstances,  but  ought  not  to  be  followed. (1)  On  the  ninth 
of  June  following,  on  a  debate  which  arose  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives of  the  United  States,  on  the  same  bill,  foi'  the  admission 
of  the  State  of  Michigan  into  the  Union,  Mr.  Everett,  among  other 
grounds  assumed  by  him,  as  causes  of  objection  to  her  admission, 
stated  those  which  related  to  her  Constitution :  First,  "  It  was 
formed  by  a  Convention  elected  in  part  by  foreigners."  Secondly, 
"  It  naturalizes  foreigners." 

In  the  analysis  which  he  made,  on  the  occasion  referred  to,  of 
the  various  provisions  of  the  Ordinance  of  1787,  and  examined  on 
this  occasion,  it  will  be  seen  from  his  argument  that  he  conceded 
the  Ordinance  of  1787  admitted  foreigners  to  vote  under  the  terri- 
torial government,  and  that  "  the  privilege  of  extending  to  for- 
eigners the  right  of  voting  for  representatives  of  the  territorial 
legislature  has  been  extended  to  the  election  of  delegates  of  the 
conventions  for  forming  State  Constitutions.  He  remarked, 
"  That  in  the  act  of  1802,  for  the  formation  of  the  Constitution  of 
Ohio,  the  persons  entitled  to  vote  were  all  male  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  of  full  age,  resident  within  the  Territory  for  one 
year,  having  paid  a  territorial  or  county  tax  ;  and  all  persons  hav- 
ing in  other  respects  the  legal  qualifications  to  vote  for  representa- 
tives in  the  Greneral  Assembly  of  the  Territory."  "The  latter 
clause,"  he  said  "must  refer  to  the  provisions  in  the  Ordinance  of 
1787,  before  stated."  He  said  the  acts  of  the  3d  March,  1811,  and 
20th  May,  1812,  extended  the  right  of  suffrage  in  Indiana  and 
Illinois  to  every  free  white  male  person  of  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  who  shall  have  paid  a  county  or  territorial  tax,  and  resided 
one  year  in  the  Territory. 

"  The  acts  of  19th  April,  1816,  and  18th  April,  1818,  author- 
izing the  election  of  conventions  to  form  Constitutions  in  those 
States,  authorize  every  free  white  male  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  and  all  persons  having  in  other  respects  the  legal  qualifica- 
tions to  vote  for  representatives,  to  vote  for  delegates  of  the  con- 
vention. 

"Thus  (he  declared)  aliens  have  been  permitted  to  vote  for 
delegates  to  the  conventions  for  forming  the  Constitutions  of  Ohio, 
Indiana  and  Illinois  ;  but  would  Congress,  in  the  case  of  Michigan, 
have  allowed  aliens  to  vote  ?  " 

Mr.  Everett  then  proceeded  to  show  that  the  case  of  Michigan 
was  difi'erent  from  Ohio,  Indiana  and  Illinois,  because,  although 
the  act  of  1808,  establishing  the  territory  of  Michigan,  secured  to 
the  inhabitants  the  same  rights  of  voting  that  were  granted  by  the 
Ordinance  of  1787,  yet,  the  act  of  the  16th  of  February,  1819, 
authorizing  the  Territory  to  send  a  delegate  to  Congress,  conferred 
the  right  of  suffrage  to  only  free  white  male  citizens  of  the  Terri- 
tory, who  had  resided  one  year  therein  next  preceding  the  elec- 

(1)  2  Cong.  Deb.,  1014, 1015. 
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tion,  and  had  paid  a  coimty  or  territorial  tax,  and  that,  in  addition 
thereto,  the  act  of  3d  of  March,  1823,  virtually  repealed  all  prior 
acts  relating  to  the  rights  of  suffrage,  providing  "  that  all  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States,  having  the  qualifications  prescribed  by 
the  act  of  16th  February,  1819,  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  at  any 
public  election  in  said  Territory,  and  shall  be  eligible  to  any  office 
tlierein,"  thereby  taking  away  all  rights,  by  such  repeal,  existing 
under  those  laws. 

He  then  says:  "Thus,  at  the  time  of  the  calling  of  the  con- 
vention for  the  formation  of  the  Constitution  of  Michigan,  it  was 
the  fandamental  law  of  the  Territory  that  none  but  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  who  resided  in  the  Territory  one  year  next  pre- 
ceding the  election,  and  had  paid  a  county  or  territorial  tax, 
should  be  entitled  to  vote."  He  then  proceeds  to  say,  "That 
there  were  several  reasons  for  this  law,  as  applied  to  Michigan, 
which  did  not  apply  to  either  of  the  three  States.  The  Terri- 
tory of  Michigan,  on  its  whole  settled  frontier,  was  contiguous  to 
a  foreign  thickly  settled  country,  whereas  that  was  not  the  case 
with  either  of  the  other  States ;  and  it  was  necessary  to  change  the 
law  so  as  to  prevent  such  foreign  population,  easily  transported 
across  the  line,  from  voting  at  our  elections.  Yet,  in  the  face  of 
the  law  of  the  land,  the  territorial  legislature  had  authorized  for- 
eigners to  vote,  and  those  who  had  resided  in  the  Territory  only 
twenty-two  days  previous  to  the  passage  of  the  act.  The  act  was 
passed  on  the  26th  day  of  January,  1835.  In  the  second  section 
the  qualification  of  voters  is  prescribed :  '  Sec.  2.  That  the  free 
white  male  inhabitants  of  the  said  Territory,  above  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  who  shall  reside  therein  three  months  immedi- 
ately preceding  Saturday,  the  fourth  day  of  April  next,  in  the  year 
1835,  be,  and  they  are  hereby,  authorized  to  choose  delegates  to 
form  a  convention,  who  shall  be  elected  in  the  several  districts,  as 
follows.'  Would  Congress  have  passed  an  act  of  this  descrip- 
tion ?  If  not,  will  they  sanction  it  ?  The  act  is  a  fraud  on  the 
rights  of  the  citizens  of  the  United  States  in  that  Territory.  The 
Constitution,  then,  is  the  result  of  foreign  votes,  and  accounts  for 
that  objectionable  clause  in  it  which  naturalizes  those  foreigners 
who  thus  secured  the  victory." 

The  Constitution  was  signed  on  the  24:th  of  June,  1835,  and  con- 
tains the  second  article  already  quoted,  and  upon  which  Mr.  E. 
remarked :  "  Thus  every  foreigner  of  the  age  of  twenty-one,  who 
resided  in  the  Territory  on  the  24th  day  of  December,  is  naturalized 
by  this  article  of  the  Constitution,  and  clothed,  in  express  terms, 
with  the  highest  political  privilege  of  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

"  Under  a  Constitution  thus  formed,  and  containing  this  uncon- 
stitutional article,  I  cannot  consent  to  admit  Michigan  into  the 
Union." 

Mr.  Eussell,  Mr.  Hamer  and  other  members,  during  the  debate, 
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assumed  similar  grounds,  and  gave  similar  reasons  for  their  oppo- 
sition to  the  admission  of  Michigan  into  the  Union.  From  these 
debates,  which  will  be  found  in  ^ol.  12,  Parts  1  and  4  Congres- 
sional Debates,  it  will  be  perceived  that  there  was  no  difference  of 
opinion  as  to  the  effect  of  the  use  of  the  terms  "white  male  inhab- 
itants." All  agreed,  those  for,  as  well  as  those  opposed  to,  the 
admission  of  Alichigan,  that  those  terms  conferred  the  right  of 
voting  on  unnaturalized  inhabitants,  provided  they  possessed  the 
other  requisite  qualifications. 

The  reasons  and  arguments  of  the  able  and  talented  individuals 
who  participated  in  the  debates  on  that  occasion  are  not  referred 
to,  by  any  means,  as  conclusive  authority  on  the  question  now 
under  consideration,  but  as  high  evidence  of  the  correctness  of 
the  expositions  which  were  then  given  on  a  question,  which  is,  as 
to  the  accurate  and  practical  definition  of  the  terms  used,  directly 
in  point  and  precisely  parallel. 

The  extent  of  the  political  rights  acquired  by  the  terms  used 
were  not  doubted,  nor  was  their  application  questioned.  Through- 
out the  debate  the  point  was  conceded ;  but  the  policy  of  incor- 
porating the  right  was  reprobated  and  condemned  by  those  who 
opposed  her  admission  into  the  Union. 

To  show,  however,  that  the  position  assumed,  which  asserts  the 
terms  "inhabitant"  and  "citizen"  to  be  synonymous  and  correlative, 
is  not  sustainable,  even  in  a  political  sense,  the  following  extract  is 
transcribed  from  the  report  of  the  Committee  on  Elections,  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of  John  Bailey,  which 
transpired  in  1824.  This  report  was  approved  by  Congress,  and 
Mr.  Bailey  ejected  from  his  seat  by  a  very  large  majority  of  the 
House,  without  distinction  of  party.  On  enquiry  into  the  meaning 
of  the  word  "inhabitant,"  as  used  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  in  reference  to  the  qualification  of  a  representative  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  the  committee  remark :  "  Having 
examined  the  case  in  connection  with  the  probable  reasons  which 
influenced  the  minds  of  the  members  of  the  convention,  and  led  to 
the  use  of  the  word  "inhabitant"  in  the  Constitution,  in  relation  to 
Senators  and  Representatives  in  Congress,  it  may  not  be  improper, 
before  an  attempt  is  made  at  a  further  definition  of  the  word,  a 
little,  to  consider  that  of  citizen,  with  the  view  of  showing  that 
meaning  of  the  misconceptions  in  respect  to  the  former  have 
arisen  from  confounding  it  with  the  latter.  The  word  "inhabitant" 
comprehends  a  single  fact,  locality  of  existence ;  that  of  citizen, 
a  combination  of  civil  privileges,  some  of  which  may  be  enjoyed 
in  any  State  of  the  Union.  The  word  "citizen"  may  properly  be 
construed  a  member  of  a  political  society ;  and  although  he  might 
be  absent  for  years,  and  cease  to  be  an  inhabitant  of  its  territory, 
the  right  of  citizenship  may  not  thereby  be  forfeited,  but  may  be 
resumed  whenever  he  may  -choose  to  return." 
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From  what  lias  already  been  said,  it  must  appear  that  the  words 
"citizen"  and  "inhabitant"  cannot  be  considered  synonymous. 

In  the  3(1  section  cf  the  2d  article  of  the  State  Constitution, 
the  words  "inhabitant"  and  "citizen"  are  used  in  juxtaposition. 
The  representative  is  to  be  not  only  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
but  an  inhabitant  also  of  the  State. 

Another  authority  may  be  found  in  Vattel,  supporting  very 
clearly  this  distinction.  In  Book  1,  Chap.  19,  §  213,  he  says : 
"The  inhabitants,  as  distinguished  from  citizens,  are  strangers  who 
are  permitted  to  settle  and  stay  in  the  country.  Bound  by  their 
residence  to  the  society,  they  are  subject  to  the  laws  of  the  State, 
while  they  reside  there,  and  they  are  bound  to  defend  it  while  it 
grants  them  protection,  though  they  do  not  participate  in  all  the 
rights  of  citizens." 

This  authority  shows  very  plainly  the  distmction  between  the 
citizen  and  the  inhabitant ;  and  that  the  latter  appellation  is  derived 
from  abode  and  habitation,  and  not  from  political  privileges. 

In  further  support  of  this  principle  of  distinction,  reference  may 
be  had  to  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  1st  of  March,  1790,  entitled 
'■'■An  Act  providing  for  the  Enumeration  of  the  Inhabitants  of  the 
United  States^  This  act  provides,  "  That  the  marshals  of  the 
several  districts  of  the  United  States  shall  be,  and  they  are  hereby 
authorized  to  cause  the  number  of  inhabitants  within  their  respect- 
ive districts  to  be  taken.  It  further  provides,  "That  a  perfect 
enumeration  and  description  of  all  persons  resident  in  the  district 
shall  be  made."  Thus  showing,  in  the  opinion  of  Congress,  that 
the  persons  residing  in  or  living  in  the  respective  districts  were 
the  inhabitants  thereof. 

This  is  also  the  sense  in  which  the  term  "  inhabitant "  is  used  in 
the  State  Constitution.  Whenever  the  qualifications  of  eligibility  for 
ofiice  are  defined,  it  uses  the  term  "  citizen  of  the  United  States,"  as 
contra-distinguished  from  inhabitant.  So,  on  the  contrary,  when 
the  qualifications  of  a  voter  or  elector  are  named,  it  uses  the  word 
"  inhabitant,"  and  has  no  reference  to  that  of  citizen.  Nor  are  the 
terms  in  that  instrument  confounded,  or  used  indiscriminately,  as 
equivalent  phrases ;  thus,  Art.  2,  §  27,  "All  white  male  inhabit- 
ants shall  enjoy  the  right  of  an  elector."  Not  all  white  male  citi- 
zens who  are  inhabitants.  So  in  §  12th  of  the  Schedule,  it  con- 
ferred the  right  of  voting  at  the  first  election  held  under  the  Con- 
stitution, on  all  white  male  inhabitants,  actual  residents  of  the 
State  at  the  time  of  signing  the  Constitution  ;  showing  most  dis- 
tinctly that  citizenship  of  the  United  States  was  by  no  means 
regarded  as  one  of  the  qualifications  of  an  elector.  It  embraced, 
all  who  were  at  the  time  actual  residents  of  the  State,  without 
regarding  how  long  they  had  been  residents.  It  was  enough  if 
they  were  so  at  the  time  specified.  Again,  the  Constitution  uses 
the  word  "inhabitant"  when  referring  to  the  masses  of  population, 
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including  all.  Thus  senators  and  representatives  are  to  be  appor- 
tioned according  to  the  number  of  white  inhabitants.  Art.  2,  §  5. 
"An  enumeration  of  all  white  male  inhabitants  shall  be  made." 
Art.  2,  §  31. 

All  lands  which  have  been  granted  as  a  common  to  the  inhabit- 
ants, &c.  The  General  Assembly  shall  have  power  and  authority 
to  grant  the  same  privileges  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  villages 
of  Cahokia  and  Prairie  Du  Pont,  as  are  granted  to  the  inhabitants 
of  other  towns.  Art.  8,  §  8. 

So  in  the  State  Legislature,  the  terms  and  the  distinction  between 
citizen  and  inhabitant  have  ever  been  understood  and  used.  Thus 
the  act  for  taking  the  census  provides  for  making  an  enumeration 
of  the  inhabitants  of  the  State.  (1) 

The  act  of  1827,  relative  to  grand  and  petit  jurors,  has  these 
peculiar  expressions:  "That  all  free  white  male  taxable  inhabit- 
ants in  any  county  of  this  State,  being  natural  born  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  or  naturalized  according  to  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  Sta^tes,  and  of  this  State,  between  the  ages  of 
twenty-one  and  sixty  years  (with  certain  enumerated  exceptions), 
shall  be  considered  and  deemed  as  competent  persons  to  serve  on 
grand  and  petit  juries."(2)  In  this  provision,  the  exception 
therein  contained  of  citizenship  clearly  indicates  that  an  inhabit- 
ant is  not  necessarily  a  citizen ;  on  the  contrary,  it  asserts  the 
obvious  distinction,  and  that  the  term  does  not  by  any  means 
imply  citizenship. 

It  would  be  almost  a  waste  of  labor  to  attempt  to  prove  the 
contrary ;  hence  it  would  be  no  more  than  rational  to  suppose 
that  distinction  to  be  well  understood  and  settled. 

If  any  doubt  could  be  supposed  to  remain  in  reference  to  the 
true  interpretation  of  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  on  this  ques- 
tion, it  is  supposed  such  doubt  will  be  dissipated  on  recurring  to 
the  provision  of  the  election  law  passed  by  the  first  legislature  held 
under  the  Constitution,  by  which  the  judges  of  the  election  are 
to  test  the  elector's  right  of  suffrage.  This  act  was  approved  and 
in  force  on  the  1st  of  March,  1819.  The  14th  section  is  as  follows : 
"And  be -it  further  enacted,  that  whenever  any  person  shall  pre- 
sent himself  to  give  his  vote,  and  either  of  the  judges  shall  sus- 
pect that  such  person  does  not  possess  the  qualifications  of  an 
elector,  or,  if  his  vote  shall  be  challenged  by  any  elector  who  has 
previously  given  in  his  vote  at  such  election,  the  judges  of  the 
election  shall  tender  to  such  person  an  oath  or  aflirmation  in  the 
following  form  :  I,  A.  B.,  do  solemnly  swear,  that  I  have  resided 
in  this  State  for  the  period  of  six  months  immediately  preceding 
this  election ;  that  I  have,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  that  I  have  not  voted  at  this 

(1)  R.  L.,  114 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  135.  (2)  R.  L.,  378    Gale's  Stat.,  395. 
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election.  And  if  the  person  so  offering  his  vote  shall  take  such 
oath  of  afiirmation,  his  vote  shall  be  received,  unless  it  shall  be 
proved  by  evidence  satisfactory  to  all  the  judges  that  the  said  oath 
or  affirmation  is  false.  But  if  such  person  refuses  to  take  such 
oath  or  affirmation,  his  vote  shall  be  rejected."  The  residue  of 
the  section  declares  that  taking  a  false  oath  in  order  to  vote  shall 
be  deemed  perjury,  and  punished  as  such.  This  act  was  the  first 
exposition,  given  by  the  first  legislature  which  sat  after  the  organ- 
ization of  the  State  Government.  It  is  its  solemn  and  deliberate 
interpretation  of  the  Constitution,  on  the  qualifications  necessary 
to  be  possessed  by  the  person  claiming  the  right  of  an  elector,  and 
should  be  held  to  be  conclusive  of  its  real  meaning.  It  is  couched 
in  the  almost  literal  language  of  the  Constitution,  and  is,  as  such, 
its  best  exponent. 

What  are  the  facts  the  person  offering  to  vote  is  required  to 
depose  ? 

1st.  That  he  is  a  resident  of  a  particular  township.  2d.  That  he 
has  resided  in  the  State  six  months  immediately  preceding  the 
election.  3d.  That  he  has,  to  the  bSst  of  his  knowledge  and 
belief,  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  that  he  has  not 
voted  at  the  election  at  which  he  then  offers  to  vote. 

The  term  "  resident,"  to  which  he  is  required  to  swear,  may  be  con- 
sidered less  restricted  in  its  sense  and  meaning  than  inhabitant, 
for  which  it  seems  to  have  been  used  as  equivalent.  It  is  cer- 
tainly not  to  be  considered  more  comprehensive,  and  implying 
other  qualifications  than  those  enumerated.  If  the  term  "inhabit- 
ant "  had  been  used  instead  of  resident,  it  would  not  have  implied 
any  more  than  is  implied  by  the  term  "  resident,"  though  the  literal 
language  of  the  Constitution. 

Indeed,  if  any  inference  is  to  be  drawn  from  the  use  of  the  term 
"  resident,"  it  is  certainly  fair  to  presume,  that,  by  its  use,  the  mem- 
bers of  the  legislature  intended  to  declare  that  the  term  "  inhabitant  " 
did  not  imply  citizen,  but  one  who  was  a  resident  of  the  State,  and 
is  an  explicit  interpretation  that  the  term  "  inhabitant "  meant  abso- 
lutely one  who  dwells  in  the  country.  What  is  a  resident  but  an 
inhabitant?  And  is  it  not  directly  contra-distinguishable  from  a 
citizen  who  may  not  be  an  inhabitant? 

There  is  one  remarkable  fact  connected  with  the  history  of  the 
adoption  of  the  election  law  by  the  first  legislature,  and  that  is 
that  one-third  of  the  persons  who  were  members  of  the  State 
convention  which  framed  the  Constitution  were  members  of  that 
General  Assembly;  hence  the  reference  is  irresistible,  that  the 
interpretation  they  have  put  on  the  27th  section  of  the  2d  article 
of  the  State  Constitution,  which  defines  the  qualifications  of  an 
elector  by  the  election  law  of  1819,  is  the  only  true  exposition  of 
that  article. 

I;i  1821,  the  act  of  1819  was  revised,  and  the  only  change  made 
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in  the  oath  required  to  be  taken  by  the  elector,  was  the  substitution 
of  the  word  "  county  "  for  "  township." 

In  the  years  1823,  1825,  1829  and  1833,  this  act  again  tinder- 
went  revision  ;  but  no  change  was  made  in  this  section,  except  the 
addition  after  the  words  •'  county  of,"'  the  words  "  in  the  State  of 
Illinois ;"  thus  leaving  the  section  to  this  day  as  they  stood,  as  to 
the  qualifications  of  electors  at  its  adoption.  It  has,  therefore,  been 
the  fixed  and  unchanged  legislative  interpretation  of  the  Consti- 
tution, for  a  period  of  more  than  twenty  years,  universal  in  its 
operation,  and  undisputed  up  to  the  present  time. 

This  contemporaneous  legislative  exposition,  which  was  coeval 
with  the  State  government,  has  assuredly  settled  the  question.  It 
is  conceived  to  be  no  longer  an  open  or  debatable  one,  and  ought 
not  now  to  be  disturbed.  The  practice  under  it,  and  the  universal 
acquiescence  of  all  departments  of  the  government,  and  of  the 
people  in  it,  ever  since  the  creation  of  that  government,  ought  to 
be  considered  as  a  positive  afiirmance  of  its  correctness.  It  is  a 
contemporaneous  exposition  of  the  more  forcible  nature,  and  too 
obstinate  and  strong  to  bd  now  shaken  by  objections  which  are  of 
very  recent  origin.  Not  only  has  the  legislative  and  executive 
departments,  on  all  occasions  when  the  law  was  presented  for  their 
action,  sustained,  but  the  Council  of  Revision,  composed  in  part  of  all 
the  members  of  this  Court,  with  whom  is  lodged  the  veto  power,  have 
given  to  it  its  repeated  and  united  sanctions  ;  as  well  as  those  who 
composed  the  judicial  department,  and  who  were  chosen  under  the 
Constitution,  immediately  after  its  adoption,  as  those  who  have  sub- 
sequently succeeded  them,  and  have  been  members  of  this  Council. 

From  an  examination  of  the  journal  of  the  Convention,  the  27th 
section  seems  not  to  have  undergone  any  revision.  It  stands  in  the 
Constitution  as  it  did  in  the  original  draft.  But  the  11th  section 
of  the  3d  article,  which  provides  for  the  election  of  sheriffs  and  cor- 
oners, presents  one  fact,  deemed  material  in  the  consideration  of  the 
present  question ;  one,  it  is  thought,  aifbrding  much  light  on  the 
meaning  of  the  term  "inhabitant,"  as  used  by  the  members  of  the 
Convention,  and  as  they  then  understood  it.  On  the  12th  of 
August,  1818,  Mr.  White,  chairman  of  the  Committee  appointed  to 
frame  and  report  to  the  Convention  a  Constitution  for  the  people 
of  the  Territory,  reported  a  draft  of  a  Constitution.  The  11th  sec- 
tion of  the  3d  article  of  this  draft  contained  the  following  provision  : 
"  There  shall  be  elected  in  each  and  every  county  in  the  said 
State,  one  sheriff  and  one  coroner,  by  the  citizens  who  are  qualified 
to  vote  for  members  of  assembly,  and  shall  be  elected  at  the 
places  where  elections  for  members  of  the  General  Assembly  are 
held,  and  shall  be  subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  in  said 
elections  as  shall  be  prescribed  by  law.  The  said  sheriffs  respect- 
ively, when  elected,  shall  continue  in  ofiice  two  years,  be  subject  to 
removal  or  disqualification,  and  such  other  rules  and  regulations  as 
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may,  from  time  to  time,  be  prescribed  by  law.  No  sheriff  shall  be 
eligible  for  said  office  for  a  longer  term  than  four  years,  in  any 
term  of  six  years." 

This  section,  it  will  be  perceived,  was  materially  amended  in 
the  Convention  in  many  respects,  before  its  final  adoption,  and 
the  word  "citizen"  stricken  out,  and  the  word  "  those  "  adopted 
in  its  stead ;  thus  making  the  provision  as  it  now  stands  in  the 
Constitution,  in  this  particular,  read  thus :  "  There  shall  be  elected 
by  those  who  are  qualified  to  vote  for  members  of  the  General 
Assembly,  and  at  the  same  times  and  places  where  the  election  for 
such  members  shall  be  held,  one  sheriff  and  one  coroner,  whose 
election  shall  be  subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  shall  be 
prescribed  by  law." 

The  Convention  seem  to  have  studiously  avoided  the  use  of  the 
term  "citizen,"  wherever  the  qualification  for  voting  was  in  question ; 
and  in  no  instance  have  they  adopted  it  as  a  correlative  term  with 
inhabitant,  except  in  the  23d  section  of  the  8th  article,  where  it  is 
declared  that  "Every  citizen  may  freely  write  and  print  on  every 
subject,  being  responsible  for  the  abuse  of  that  liberty  ;"  and  in  the 
first  article  of  the  7th  section,  providing  for  the  holding  of  a  Conven- 
tion to  amend  the  State  Constitution,  wherein  it  declares  "  and  if  it 
shall  appear  that  a  majority  of  all  the  citizens  of  the  State,  voting 
for  representatives,  have  voted  for  a  Convention,  the  General 
Assembly,  at  its  next  session,  shall  call  a  Convention."  Now,  a 
person  may  be,  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  term,  a  citizen  of  this 
State,  but  still  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  The  term  here 
,used  is  not  conceived  to  be  in  any  other  sense  than  that  of  an 
inhabitant;  because,  if  such  had  been  the  sense  of  the  Convention. 
r  it  would,  doubtless,  have  used  the  term  "citizen,"  instead  of  inhabit- 
|,ant,  in  the  article  defining  the  right  of  suffrage.  The  consequence 
of  insisting  that  additional  qualifications  of  citizenship  should  be 
required,  would  be  most  onerous  in  its  operation  on  a  numerous 
portion  of  the  French  inhabitants  who  came  to  the  country  since 
1787,  as  we  have  already  shown,  and  who  have  reposed  in  good 
faith  under  the  hitherto  admitted  and  undisputed  recognition  of 
their  political  rights.  There  are  many  of  them  neither  citizens  by 
birth  nor  adoption;  and  to  now  interpose  a  regulation  that  would 
disfranchise  them  would  be  most  unjust.  To  say  that  they  shall 
not  now  enjoy,  under  the  Constitution  which  they  in  part  assisted  to 
form  and  ratify,  rights  which  they  have  exercised  ever  since  its  form- 
ation, would  be  most  dangerous  for  its  unexampled  character  of 
bad  faith,  and  for  its  mnovation  on  rights  hitherto  conceded  with* 
out  question.  It  will  not  even  do  to  say  that  they  may  be  admitted 
the  exercise  of  the  right  of  suffrage,  though  aliens,  and  that  they  are 
not  the  aliens  intended  to  be  excepted  in  the  construction  proposed 
to  be  given  to  the  Constitution  by  those  who  insist,  that  under  the 
term  "  inhabitant",  none  but  citizens  of  the  United  States  are  meant. 
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The  exclusion  must,  of  necessity,  reach  them,  if  it  reaches  others, 
because  they  are  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  were  not  included 
in  the  Ordinance  as  the  persons  whose  rights  were  saved  .thereby. 

If,  under  the  general  provision  which  conferred  on  them  the 
elective  franchise,  natives  of  other  countries,  who  are  inhabitants 
of  the  State,  are  entitled  to  similar  privileges,  which  it  is  supposed 
ought  not  to  have  been,  as  a  matter  of  sound  policy,  bestowed  on 
them,  it  is  no  suflBcient  reason,  because  those  rights  have  been 
thus  incidentally  extended,  that  the  early  emigrants  should,  for 
such  cause,  suffer  a  deprivation  of  those  which  they  are  of  right 
entitled  to.     . 

It  is,  however,  apprehended  that  the  authors  of  the  Constitution, 
for  the  reasons  already  stated,  intended  to  extend  the  right  of  suf- 
frage to  those  who,  having  by  habitation  and  residence,  identified 
their  interests  and  feelings  with  the  citizen,  are,  upon  the  just  prin- 
ciples of  reciprocity  between  the  governed  and  governing,  entitled 
to  a  voice  in  the  choice  of  the  ofi&cers  of  the  government,  although 
they  may  be  neither  native  nor  adopted  citizens. 

If  the  right  of  suffrage  be  a  natural,  and  not  a  conventional  one, 
there  can  be  no  just  cause  for  abridging  it,  unless  by  way  of  pun- 
ishment for  crime,  and  under  very  peculiar  circumstances,  and  for 
peculiar  causes.  The  Convention  had,  doubtless,  a  desire  to  make 
the  recognition  of  the  right  stand  on  as  extensive  grounds  as  were 
compatible  with  the  perpetuity  of  the  compact  they  originated,  and 
the  good  order  of  society,  the  protection  of  the  rights  declared. 
In  this  spirit  of  interpretation  it  is  supposed  the  views  of  its  mem- 
bers will  be  best  supported  and  maintained.  The  sentiments  here 
expressed  seemed  to  have  been  entertained  by  the  Convention,  and 
expressed  in  the  concise  but  comprehensive  declaration  contained 
in  the  5th  section  of  the  8th  article  of  the  Constitution,  which 
says:  "That  all  elections  shall  be  free  and  equal."  There  is, 
however,  another  view  in  which  this  question  is  to  be  considered. 
The  provision  regulating  the  mode  of  challenge  to  the  elector's 
right  to  vote  declares,  that,  if  the  oath  or  affirmation  prescribed 
shall  be  taken,  the  elector's  vote  shall  be  received,  "  unless  it  shall 
be  proved  by  evidence  satisfactory  to  a  majority  of  the  judges 
that  said  oath  or  affirmation  is  false."  The  judges,  then,  where 
the  oath  is  taken,  or  affirmation  is  made,  and  such  oath  or  affir- 
mation is  not  proven  by  evidence  satisfactory  to  a  majority  of 
them  to  be  false,  have  no  discretion.  They  are  bound  to  receive  the 
vote,  and,  moreover,  by  another  provision  of  the  election  law  are 
subject  to  a  severe  penalty  in  case  of  refusal. 

Whether  the  elector  be  a  native  or  adopted  citizen,  or  an 
unnaturalized  foreigner,  they  have  no  right,  nor  are  they  bound  by 
any  necessity  in  the  discharge  of  their  duty,  to  enquire.  They 
are  vested  with  no  discretion  in  the  matter.  If  the  elector  possesses 
the  qualifications  required   by    law,    which   we   have  seen    are 
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few  and  simple,  all  extraneous  enquiries  are  irrelevant  to  the  per- 
formance of  their  duty. 

They  can  no  more  add  to  than  they  can  diminish  the  law  by 
their  opinion  of  what  it  ought  to  be.  ISTor  can  any  interpretation 
be  put  on  it  by  them  to  disfranchise  those  whom  the  law  clearly 
embraces  within  its  provisions.  The  law  is  so  plain  and  simple 
that  it  carries  on  its  face  its  own  obvious  meaning,  and  is  not 
susceptible  of  doubt  or  ambiguity.  The  oath  has  been  made  the 
test  of  the  right  to  exercise  the  franchise,  and  contains  within  itself 
the  standard  by  which  that  right  is  to  be  determined.  Unless  the 
legislature  shall  make  citizenship  an  indisputable  qualification  to 
the  enjoyment  of  the  elective  franchise,  and  the  Constitution 
clearly  admits  of  the  exercise  of  that  power  by  that  body,  this 
tribunal  cannot  add  such  a  prerequisite  by  construction. 

In  reference  to  the  construction  which  may  have  been  given  in 
other  States  by  legislative  enactments,  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term 
"  inhabitant",  and  that  it  is  to  be  considered  citizen,  I  cannot,  even 
admitting  it  may  have  been  there  correctly  decided,  on  such  occa- 
sions, see  any  reason  for  the  adoption  of  such  a  construction  on 
the  'present  occasion.  In  the  first  place,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  a  per- 
version of  the  use  and  meaning  of  language  as  universally  under- 
stood, and  an  imputation  on  the  authors  of  its  use,  in  the  cases 
referred  to,  of  a  want  of  knowledge  of  the  appropriate  meaning  of 
terms.  It  is  clear  that  a  person  may  be  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  when  he  is  an  inhabitant  of  a  foreign  State. 

But  the  adoption  of  such  a  rule  as  has  been  resorted  to  in  other 
States,  by  which  a  term  admitting,  it  would  seem,  of  no  doubt  of 
its  true  sense,  has  been  made  to  imply  the  very  converse  of  its 
universal  acceptation,  is  eminently  forbidden  here. 

It  cannot,  in  my  judgment,  be  just,  because  oi"  the  facts  which 
existed  at  the  time  of  its  use  in  the  Ordinance  of  1787.  The  evi- 
dent sense  in  which  it  is  employed  in  that  Ordinance,  and  the 
subsequent  facts  which  followed,  and  have  uniformly  accompanied 
its  employment,  from  its  incorporation  in  the  territorial  laws  of 
the  Northwestern  Territory,  the  acts  of  Congress  for  the  admis- 
sion of  those  Territories  and  reception  into  the  Union,  and  the 
steady  and  uniform  rule  adopted  by  every  department  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  this  State,  without  a  single  exception,  up  to  the  present 
hour,  should  be  conclusive  of  its  meaning. 

It  is  well  understood  that  it  was  the  policy  of  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States,  at  the  formation  of  the  Ordinance  of  1787,  to 
invite  emigration  into  the  Northwestern  Territory.  And  hence, 
as  one  strong  inducement  for  emigration,  the  right  of  suifrage  was 
extended  to  aliens  in  those  Territories,  as  they  should  be  succes- 
sively formed  out  of  the  Northwestern  Territory  proper. 

Whatever  may  have  been  the  causes  and  motives  which  induced 
New  York,  or  Massachusetts,  or  any  other  State,  to  give  the 
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legislative  interpretation  which  has  been  done,  to  the  clauses  of 
their  Constitutions  which  regulate  the  right  of  suffrage  in  those 
States,  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  existed  in  reference  to 
the  States  formed  out  of  the  Northwestern  Territory,  did  not  in 
any  way  occur  there,  consequently  their  decisions  form  no  guide, 
admitting  they  were  correct,  on  the  present  occasion.  But  it 
may  be  said,  Ohio  is  one  of  the  States  formed  out  of  that  Terri- 
tory, and  she  has  adopted  the  exposition,  and  construed  the  term 
"inhabitant"  to  mean  citizen.  Under  what  particular  causes  the 
legislative  construction  adopted  by  her  legislature  in  1831  was 
brought  about,  the  means  of  determining  are  not  at  hand  ;  nor  can 
it  be  averred  with  certainty  what  was  her  practice  anterior  to  the 
passage  of  that  act.  In  the  very  first  act  adopted  by  her  legisla- 
ture, after  the  formation  of  her  Constitution,  it  is  certain  that  no 
prohibition  to  the  reception  of  aliens'  votes  existed,  nor  up  to  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  1831. 

That  act  was  passed  on  the  15th  April,  1803.  The  13th  section 
of  the  act  provided  that  the  elector  should  openly,  and  in  full 
view,  present  his  ballot  to  the  judges  of  the  election,  on  which 
should  be  written  or  printed  the  name  of  the  person  and  ofiice 
voted  for;  and  it  confined  the  elector  to  the  township  in  which  he 
resided. 

The  14th  section  is  in  these  words:  "That  the  judge  to  whom 
the  ticket  shall  be  delivered  shall,  upon  the  receipt  thereof,  pro- 
nounce with  an  audible  voice  the  name  of  the  elector ;  and,  if  no 
objection  be  made  to  him,  and  the  judges  be  satisfied  that  the 
elector  is  legally  entitled  to  vote  at  that  election,  he  shall  immedi- 
ately put  the  ticket  into  the  box  without  inspecting  the  name  or 
names  written  thpreon." 

The  15th  section  declares:  "That  when  objections  are  made  to 
an  elector,  and  in  all  other  cases  where  the  qualification  of  a 
person  to  vote  is  a  fact  unknown  to  either  of  the  judges,  tbey 
shall  have  power  to  examine  such  person  on  oath  or  atiirmation, 
touching  his  qualifications  as  an  elector,  which  oath  or  affirmation 
either  of  the  judges  is  hereby  authorized  to  administer."  Laws  of 
Ohio,  1803. 

In  1809,  an  act  was  passed  on  the  15th  of  February,  amenda- 
tory of  the  act  of  1803,  by  which  the  15th  section  referred  to  and 
quoted  was  amended  by  the  addition  of  the  following_  after  the 
words,  "touching  his  qualification  as  an  elector,"  "or  they  may 
enquire  into  the  qualification  of  such  elector,  on  the  oath  or 
affirmation  of  disinterested  witnesses,  which  oaths  or  affirmations 
either  of  the  judges  is  hereby  authorized  to  administer." 

Prom  these  general  provisions  the  judges  of  the  election  were 
constituted  the  sole  judges  of  the  qualifications  possessed  by  the 
elector  presenting  himself  to  vote  under  the  provision  of  the  State 
Constitution,  which,  except  as  to  the  time  of  residence  and  pay- 
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ment  of  a  tax,  is  similar  to  our  own.  What  was  the  early  prac- 
tice under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  Ohio,  no  distinct  means  of 
knowing  accurately  are  at  hand. 

It  has  been  distinctly  affirmed,  that  the  early  practice  was  to 
admit  aliens,  as  had  been  the  rule  while  under  a  territorial  gov- 
ernment, and  such  would  seem  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
legislature,  by  the  passage  of  the  acts  of  1803  and  1809. 

They  gave  no  legislative  construction  to  the  first  section  of  the 
4th  article  of  their  State  Constitution,  probably  conceiving  it  so 
explicit,  that  no  one  could  be  mistaken  in  the  meaning  of  the  term 
"inhabitant." 

It  has,  however,  been  affirmed  in  a  debate  which  occurred  in  the 
United  States'  Senate,  in  1836,  on  the  question  of  the  admission 
of  Michigan  into  the  Union,  before  referred  to,  that  such  was  the 
practice  in  Ohio,  and  as  distinctly  admitted  in  that  debate  by  Sen- 
ator Ewing,  of  Ohio,  who  said,  "  that  was  done  in  troublesome 
times."  On  the  13th  February,  1831,  we  find  the  legislature  of 
that  State  passed  an  act,  by  which  they  gave  not  only,  it  is  con- 
ceived, a  legislative  exposition  to  the  first  section  of  the  4th  article 
of  the  Constitution  of  that  State,  denying  the  right,  and  changing 
the  practice,  but  absolutely  adding  the  additional  qualification  of 
citizenship,  to  authorize  the  elector  to  vote.  The  10th  section  of 
that  act  is  as  follows  :  "  That  the  judge  to  whom  any  ticket  shall 
be  delivered  shall,  on  the  recei})t  thereof,  pronounce,  with  an 
audible  voice,  the  name  of  the  elector ;  and  if  no  objection  be  made 
to  him,  and  the  judges  be  satisfied  that  the  elector  is  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States,  and  legally  entitled,  agreeably  to  the  Consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  State,  to  vote  at  the  election,  he  shall 
immediately  put  the  ticket  in  the  box,  wit'hout  inspecting  the  names 
written  thereon,  and  the  clerk  shall  enter  the  names,"  &c. 

Here  it  will  be  perceived,  that  the  elector  is  required  to  be  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  in  addition  to  being  legally  entitled 
agreeably  to  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  State  to  vote,  before 
he  can  be  admitted  to  vote  in  that  State.  Now  was  it  not  enough 
under  the  Constitution,  that  he  was  "  a  white  male  inhabitant  of 
the  State,  had  resided  one  year  next  preceding  the  election  therein, 
and  had  paid,  or  been  charged  with,  a  State  or  county  tax,"  to 
entitle  him  to  vote  ?  The  Constitution  required  no  more  ;  but  the 
legislature  required  what  the  Constitution  does  not.  They  super- 
add the  requisition  of  citizenship, — attempt  to  extend  the  Consti- 
tution, and  impose  a  condition  beyond  the  Constitution  itself. 
They  do  not  say  the  terms,  white  male  inhabitant,  shall  be  con- 
strued to  mean  citizen,  but  that  the  party  shall  possess  this  political 
character  before  he  shall  enjoy  the  right  of  suffrage. 

I  have  not  the  means  of  knowing  under  what  particular  circum- 
stances, twenty-eight  years  after  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution, 
and  the  passage  of  the  first  law  relative  to  the  elective  franchise, 
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it  became  necessary  to  make  this  radical  change  in  the  law,  evin- 
cedly  an  attempt  to  change  rights  guarantied  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  State.  But  if  history  is  to  be  consulted,  the  same  debate 
which  occurred  in  the  Senate  of  the  United  States  would  seem 
to  furnish  the  clue :  Senator  Benton,  after  remarking  on  the 
duty  of  Congress  to  guarantee  the  republican  character  of  a  State 
Constitution,  added  "and  for  that  purpose  had  cognizance  over 
the  State  Constitutions,  and  for  nothing  else."  Anything  further, 
was  an  invasion  of  the  rights  of  the  States,  and  Congress  had  no 
right  to  meddle  with  the  qualifications  of  voters  in  any  of  the 
States,  old  or  new.  This  brought  him  to  the  objection,  that  the 
voting  privilege  was  extended  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  Territory 
at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  and  not  confined 
to  those  who  were  citizens  of  the  United  States.  He  left  this 
question  where  it  had  been  placed  by  others,  as  an  affair  that 
belonged  to  the  State,  and  which  every  State  had  decided  for  her- 
self, and  many  of  them,  so  as  to  give  aliens  the  right  of  voting, 
and  even  holding  office.  He  referred  to  Illinois,  Louisiana,  and 
even  Ohio,  and  asked :  Was  it  not  matter  of  history,  that,  within  a 
few  years  past,  the  legislature  of  Ohio  had  decided,  that  the  word 
"inhabitant"  meant  citizen?  And  they  defined  it  so,  because  a  gen- 
tleman, who  was  a  subject  of  the  king  of  Grreat  Britain,  was  pre- 
siding over  their  deliberations,  and  might  act  as  their  Lieutenant- 
Governor." 

It  seems  that  in  1814,  an  action  was  brought  in  Ohio,  in  the 
county  of  Jefferson,  against  three  persons  as  judges  of  an  election 
in  that  State,  who  had  refused  to  receive  the  vote  of  a  person  of  the 
name  of  Johnston,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  but  an  alien,  and  a  native  of  Great  Britain,  and 
had  not  been  naturalized  agreeably  to  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  was  not,  according  to  the  laws  of  Ohio,  entitled  to  vote 
at  such  election ;  and  on  the  further  ground,  that  Great  Britain 
and  the  United  States  were  at  war  at  that  time.  The  question 
having  been  decided  on  a  demurrer  to  the  pleas  of  justification, 
which  contained  the  causes  above  stated,  as  the  grounds  of 
defense,  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  State,  in  1817,  decided  the 
pleas  to  be  a  bar  to  the  action,  and  rendered  judgment  accordingly 
in  favor  of  the  defendants.  The  case  has  never  been  reported, 
and  it  is  well  understood  that  there  is  no  written  opinion  remaining 
on  file  in  that  Court,  which  disclosed  the  reasons  on  which  the 
judgment  was  predicated;  whether  on  the  ground  of  the  plaint- 
iff's being  an  alien  enemy,  or  an  unnaturalized  citizen,  or  whether 
he  was  excluded  by  the  qualifications  of  the  election  laws  of  that 
State,  then  in  force.  The  pleadings  in  the  cause  show  that  the 
defendants  rested  their  defense  of  justification  in  their  refusal  to 
receive  the  vote,  on  the  laws  of  the  State  then  in  force,  and  not 
on  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  the  State.     No  question 
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appears,  from  the  record,  to  have  been  raised,  whether  the  laws 
prescribing  the  qualifications  were  in  conflict  with  the  Constitu- 
tion ;  and  we  are  wholly  unable  to  determine  what  may  have  been 
the  reasons  and  the  grounds  on  which  the  Court  decided.  The 
rule,  however,  in  that  case,  would  not  be  a  safe  one  to  follow. 
Nor  can  it,  under  the  circumstances,  be  considered  of  any  authority. 
Under  all  the  facts  and  views  already  stated,  it  would  be  inappli- 
cable to  our  condition ;  and  its  operation  would  be  in  conflict 
with  the  principles  we  have  already  stated,  which  time  and  prac- 
tice have  justly  consecrated. 

There  has  been  an  argument  advanced,  which  it  is  here  proper 
to  notice.  It  is  said,  that  in  case  of  war,  a  resident  native  of  the 
belligerent  country  with  whom  we  may  be  waging  hostilities,  in 
the  act  of  voting,  might  be  restrained  in  the  exercise  of  his  right 
as  an  elector,  by  virtue  of  an  order  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  to  the  Marshal  of  the  district,  under  the  act  of  Congress 
concerning  aliens  in  time  of  war,  to  remove  such  person  to  some 
remote  point. 

Admitting  the  whole  extent  and  force  of  the  argument,  it  but 
proves  that  under  such  a  state  of  facts  the  right  would  be  imper- 
fect. But  surely,  it  does  not  prove  that  it  is  not  a  right  which  has 
been  conferred,  because  of  the  exception  to  its  exercise  in  the 
particular  case  supposed.  The  State  law  gives  the  right  to  exer- 
cise the  power  of  voting  where  the  qualifications  and  means  of 
enjoyment  exist.  If,  from  any  particular  cause,  the  party  is 
deprived  of  the  exercise  of  the  right,  it  by  no  means  proves  its 
non-existence.  An  alien  enemy  loses  the  right  of  prosecuting 
civil  remedies  in  time  of  war ;  yet,  in  time  of  peace,  he  is  in  the 
full  enjoyment  thereof.  Here  it  might  be  said  that  because  there 
is  a  suspension  of  the  right,  that  it  does  not  therefore  exist ;  yet  it 
is  seen,  that  the  right,  otherwise  perfect,  is  only  suspended  under 
particular  causes. 

There  is  a  portion  of  the  case  which  ought  not  in  my  judg- 
ment to  escape  remark.  It  is  the  admission  by  Spragins  that  he 
received  and  counted  the  elector's  vote,  believing  at  the  time  that 
he  was  not  a  qualified  voter.  "He  himself"  (says  the  case) 
"  believing  that  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  this  State  not  only 
required  a  residence  of  six  months,  but,  also,  that  the  person 
offering  to  vote  should  be  a  citizen  of  the  United  States."  It  will 
also  be  seen  that  this  admission  forms  one  of  the  strong  grounds 
of  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court.  The  third  reason  given  in 
the  record,  for  the  judgment,  is  in  these  words  :  "  That  the  defend- 
ant, in  admitting  and  counting  the  vote  of  Kyle  at  the  election 
referred  to,  believing  as  it  seems  he  did,  at  the  time  it  was 
received,  that  he  was  not  a  qualified  voter,  was  guilty  of  manifest 
misbehavior."  "  The  defendant  by  his  conduct  at  this  election,  as 
shown  by  the  facts  presented,  is  brought  within  the  provisions  of 
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the  section  of  the  law  above  recited,  and  is  subject  to  the  penalties 
therein  prescribed," 

When  the  character  of  the  punishment  of  a  judge  of  election, 
for  the  admission,  knowingly,  of  the  vote  of  any  person  not  qual- 
ified to  vote,  according  to  law,  is  seen  to  be  that  of  a  large  pecun- 
iary fine,  and  the  rendering  of  him  infamous  for  ten  years,  it  is 
not  without  sensations  of  surprise  that  such  a  confession  is  seen 
placed  upon  the  records  of  a  court  of  justice  by  consent  The 
officer  who  here  has  consented  to  place  himself  before  the  Court,  in 
what  is  esteemed  a  novel  attitude,  to  use  no  stronger  expression, 
had  taken  an  oath  to  perform  the  duties  of  judge  of  the  election, 
according  to  law,  and  to  tbe  best  of  his  abilities  ;  and  to  studiously 
endeavor  to  prevent  fraud,  deceit  and  abuse  in  conducting  the 
same ;  and  he  has,  it  seems,  further  consented  (under  what  influences 
it  is  not  pretended  to  determine)  to  acknowledge  a  pretended 
breach  of  that  duty,  which  he  so  solemnly  declared,  by  an  oath, 
he  would  scrupulously  fulfill.  If  he  conscientiously  believed  the 
law  and  Constitution  to  be  what  its  text  does  not  import,  he  should, 
nevertheless,  have  acted  in  accordance  with  his  belief  and  judg- 
ment, and  refused  the  admission  of  the  vote  tendered. 

It  will  not  be  presumed  that  this  confession,  so  extraordinary  in 
its  character,  has  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  subserving  any 
particular  end,  or  the  accomplishment  of  any  particular  object  or 
purpose.  But,  most  assuredly,  the  inferences  cannot  but  be 
peculiar  in  their  nature ;  and  the  expression,  that  this  part  of  the 
case  had  better  have  been  omitted,  cannot  be  withheld. 

After  the  most  careful  examination  and  consideration  of  the 
questions  raised,  the  conclusions  arrived  at  are,  that  Jeremiah 
Kyle  was  a  person  legally  qualified  under  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  to  vote  at  the  election  specified  in 
the  agreed  case;  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court, 
which  decided  that  Kyle,  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  vote  at  such 
election,  should  have  been  either  a  native  or  naturalized  citizen  of 
the  United  States,  at  the  time  of  the  presentation  and  reception  of  his 
vote,  is  erroneous,  and  not  warranted  in  law,  and  ought  to  be  reversed. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  concurring: 

I  concur  in  the  opinion  that  the  judgment  below  ought  to  be 
reversed,  for  the  following  reasons  :  It  appears  in  the  agreed  case, 
that  Spragins  was  sued  in  the  Court  below  as  one  of  the  judges  of 
election,  for  the  penalty  of  one  hundred  dollars,  given  by  the  23d 
section  of  the  "  Act  regulating  elections,^^  passed  the  10th  January, 
1829.  That  section  provides,  that,  "  If  any  judge  of  the  election, 
clerk  or  other  officer  or  person  in  anywise  concerned  in  conducting 
the  election,  shall  knowingly  admit  any  person  to  vote,  not  qualified 
according  to  law,  each  and  every  person  so  offending  shall  forfeit 
and  pay  to  the  county  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,"  &c.  (1) 

(1)  R.  L.,  253,  254  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  2G8. 
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The  agreed  case  admits  that  one  Kyle  voted  at  the  general  elec- 
tion in  1838,  for  Governor  and  other  officers,  and  that  Kyle  was  a 
foreigner,  and  had  not  been  naturalized  under  the  laws  of  Congress, 
but  had  resided  in  the  county  of  Jo  Daviess,  where  the  vote  was 
received,  for  more  than  six  months  immediately  preceding  the 
election.  The  case  further  admits  that  Spragins  acted  as  a  judge  of 
the  election,  and  knew  that  Kyle  had  not  been  naturalized,  yet 
received  his  vote.  It  is  also  admitted  that  Spragins  believed  that 
Kyle  was  not  a  qualified  voter,  according  to  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  this  State,  because  he  had  not  been  naturalized. 

In  ordinary  civil  actions,  where  a  defendant  admits  that  he  is 
guilty,  such  admission  would  justify  the  Court  in  giving  judgment 
against  him ;  but  this  is  a  highly  penal  action,  and  if  the  defendant 
is  guilty,  in  addition  to  a  fine  of  one  hundred  dollars,  he  is,  more- 
over, on  conviction,  rendered  incapable  of  holding  any  office 
witliin  this  State,  for  the  term  of  ten  years  thereafter. 

The  admission  appears  to  have  been  made  with  a  view  to  elict 
from  this  Court  a  construction  of  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  this 
State,  in  relation  to  the  right  of  aliens  to  vote.  This  renders  it 
necessary  to  decide  whether  Spragins,  in  suffering  Kyle  to  vote, 
without  challenging  him,  has  subjected  himself  to  the  penalty  of 
one  hundred  dollars,  and  disfranchisement  for  ten  years. 

The  12th  section  of  the  act  regulating  elections  provides,  that 
"  When  any  person  shall  present  himself  to  give  his  vote,  and  either 
of  the  judges  shall  suspect  that  such  person  does  not  possess  the 
requisite  qualifications  of  an  elector,  or  if  his  vote  shall  be  chal- 
lenged by  any  elector  who  has  previously  given  his  vote  at  such 
election,  the  judges  of  the  election  shall  tender  to  such  person  an 
oath  or  affirmation  in  the  following  form:  'I,  A.  B,,  do  solemnly 
swear  (or  affirm  as  the  case  may  be)  that  I  am  a  resident  of  the 

county  of ,  in  the  State  of  Illinois ;  that  I  have  resided  in  this 

State  for»the  period  of  six  months  immediately  preceding  this  elec- 
tion ;  that  I  have,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  and  belief,  attained 
to  the  age  of  twenty -one  years ;  and  that  I  have  not  voted  at  this 
election.'  And  if  the  person  so  offering  his  vote  shall  take  such 
oath  or  affirmation,  his  vote  shall  be  received,  unless  it  shall  be 
proved,  by  evidence  satisfactory  to  a  majority  of  the  judges,  that 
said  oath  or  affirmation  is  false ;  and  if  such  person  refuses  to  take 
such  oath  or  affirmation,  his  vote  shall  be  rejected. (1) 

These  are  all  the  provisions  contained  in  the  act,  in  relation  to 
the  qualifications  of  voters. 

Did  Spragins,  then,  in  receiving  Kyle's  vote,  violate  this  section 
of  the  law,  so  as  to  subject  him  to  the  penalty  contained  in  the 
twenty -third  section  of  the  act?  I  think  not,  for  the  reason,  that  it 
is  agreed,  that  Kyle  was  a  resident  of  Jo  Daviess  county,  and  had 
resided  in  the  State  for  more  than  six  months  immediately  preced- 


(1)  R.  L.,  246,  247  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  2G3. 
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ing  the  election.  Had  Kyle  been  challenged,  he  would  only  have 
been  required  to  swear  to  what  is  admitted  to  be  fact,  by  the  agreed 
case.  A  challenge,  then,  by  Spragins  was  wholly  unnecessary, 
and  would  have  been  an  act  of  supererogation  on  his  part.  If  Kyle 
had  taken  the  oath,  and  it  appears  that  he  could  safely  have  done 
so,  the  judges  of  election  would  have  been  compelled  to  receive  it. 
They  have  no  discretionary  power,  for  the  law  is  imperative,  that 
the  vote  shall  be  received,  unless  evidence  is  produced  that  it  is 
fiilse.  This  falsity  can  only  be  proved  to  exist,  by  showing  that 
the  person  offering  to  vote  has  not  resided  in  the  State  for  six 
months  immediately  preceding  the  election,  or  that  he  is  not  twenty- 
one  years  of  age,  or  that  he  has  voted  before  at  the  election. 

Whether  the  person  offering  to  vote  is  an  unnaturalized  foreigner, 
is  a  question  which  the  judges  of  election  have  no  right  to  inves- 
tigate, under  the  existing  laws.  If  the  voter  comes  within  the 
letter  of  the  law,  the  duty  of  the  judge  is  plain.  There  is  no 
ambiguity  in  the  word  "resident."  Every  man  is  a  resident  who 
has  taken  up  his  permanent  abode  in  the  State. 

The  question,  then,  whether  Kyle  was  an  inhabitant,  and  entitled 
to  the  right  of  suffrage,  within  the  meaning  of  that  word  in  the 
Constitution,  is  not  a  subject  of  enquiry  by  the  judges  of  the 
election.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  Spragins,  in  admitting 
Kyle  to  vote,  has  not  violated  the  statute,  and  is  consequently  not 
liable  to  the  penalty.  On  the  constitutional  question,  whether 
unnaturalized  foreigners,  who  are  permanent  residents  of  the  State, 
have  a  right  to  vote,  I  forbear  to  express  an  opinion,  as  I  believe, 
while  our  election  laws  remain  as  they  are,  the  judges  of  elections 
are  bound  to  receive  the  votes  of  such  persons. 

In  support  of  the  views  above  expressed,  in  relation  to  the 
meaning  of  the  word  "  resident,"  I  refer  to  the  case  of  James 
Brown  v.  Richard  R.  Keane,  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,(l)  where  that  Court  held,  that  the  word  "resident" 
does  not  mean  a  citizen. 

"Wilson,  Chief  Justice : 

I  concur  in  the  view  taken  of  this  case  by  Justice  Lockwood,  in 
his  opinion,  and  think  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  should 
be  reversed,  upon  the  ground  that  Spragins,  the  judge  of  the  elec- 
tion, has  not  incurred  the  penalty  of  the  statute,  in  receiving  the 
vote  of  Kyle,  inasmuch  as  the  existence  of  all  the  requisite  quali- 
fications which  the  statute  requires,  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  vote, 
are  admitted.  It  is  only  when  the  judge  of  the  election  allows  the 
exercise  of  the  elective  franchise  by  one  whose  right  he  suspects, 
or  whose  vote  is  challenged  by  another,  without  tendering  the  oath 
prescribed  by  the  statute,  that  the  judge  violates  his  duty.  The 
broad  and  important  question  of  the  right  of  suffrage,  under  the 

(IJ  8  Peters,  112. 
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Constitution,  does  not,  according  to  my  view  of  this  case,  arise. 
It  is  one,  therefore,  upon  which  I  express  no  opinion. 

Browne,  Justice,  said  he  concurred  in  the  views   taken  of  the 
case  by  Justice  Lockwood. 
Judgment  reversed. 

Note.  An  alien,  otherwise  qnalified,  may  vote  at  elections  of  borough  officers  in  Pitts- 
buryh.  Stewart  v.  Foster,  1  Binuey,  120.    See,  also,  Acts  of  1840,  1841,  111. 


William  C.  G-eee:n-up,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Robeet  M. 
Porter,  William  Jefeers,  and  David  Porter,  defend- 
ants in  error. 

Error  to   Coles. 

A  writ  of  error  will  lie  to  the  Circuit  Court,  sitting  as  a  court  of  chancery. 

O.  B.  FicKLEN  and  David  J.  Baker,  for  the  defendants  in 
error,  moved  the  Court  to  quash  the  writ  of  error,  and  dismiss  the 
cause,  upon  the  ground  that  a  writ  of  error  would  not  lie  to  the 
Circuit  Court,  sitting  as  a  court  of  chancery. 

U.  F.  LiNDER,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

The  Court  overruled  this  motion,  considering  the  question  set- 
tled by  the  uniform  practice  of  the  Court,  from  its  first  organiza- 
tion to  the  present  time. 

The  principles  in  relation  to  the  chancery  practice  in  England 
have  no  application  to  cases  of  appeals  here. 

Motion  overruled. 


Thomas    Cowhick,    appellant,    v.    Henry    Gunn    and 
Joseph  DeFox,  a2323ellees. 

Appeal  from  3forgan. 

A  transcript  of  the  record  of  a  Circuit  Court,  which  is  not  certified  under  the  seal  of  the 
Court,  is  a  nullity,  and  a  writ  of  certiorari  cannot  be  granted  in  such  case;  but  the 
cause  must  be  stricken  from  the  docket. 

William  Brown,  for  the  defendants  in  error,  movedTthe  Court 
to  strike  this  cause  from  the  docket,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
Vol.  II.  53 
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transcript  of  the  record  filed  herein,  although  properly  certified  by 
the  clerk  in  other  respects,  was  not  under  the  seal  of  the  Court 
below. 

Whereupon  M.  McCoNNEL  and  J,  A,  McDougall,  for  the  plaint- 
iff in  error,  entered  a  cross-motion  (based  upon  affidavit  filed, 
showing  that  the  seal  was  omitted  by  mistake),  to  grant  a  rule 
requiring  the  clerk  of  the  Court  below  to  certify  to  this  Court  a 
transcript  of  the  record  of  said  cause,  under  the  seal  of  said  Court. 

The  Court  sustained  the  motion  to  strike  the  cause  from  the 
docket,  and  overruled  the  cross-motion  for  a  rule  against  the  clerk 
below,  upon  the  ground  that  the  record  filed,  not  being  under  the 
seal  of  the  Court,  was  a  nullity,  and  that  the  cross-motion  was  in 
the  nature  of  a  motion  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  amend  the  record, 
as  in  case  of  diminution  of  record ;  which  can  only  be  granted  in 
a  case  where  a  record  is  properly  authenticated,  but  is  defective  in 
some  of  its  parts. 

It  is  the  seal  that  gives  authenticity  to  the  proceedings  of  a  court 
of  record. 


William   E.   Aemstron"g,   appellant,  v.  John  C.  Cald- 
well and  William  Caldwell,  appellees. 

Appeal  from  La  Salle. 

Where  a  defendant  has  had  a  full  opportunity  to  make  his  defense  to  an  action  at  law, 
and  it  consisted  of  matters  cognizable  in  a  court  of  law,  the  judgment  of  such  a  court 
should  be  considered  final  and  conclusive,  where  there  has  been  no  fraud  in  obtaining 
it ;  and  a  court  of  equity  will  not  disturb  it.  (a) 

The  appellant  filed  his  bill  in  chancery  against  the  defendants, 
in  the  La  Salle  Circuit  Court.  The  bill  set  forth  that  at  the  April 
term,  1838,  of  the  La  Salle  Circuit  Court,  John  C.  Caldwell 
recovered  a  judgment  against  the  complainant,  for  $259.78,  for 
goods,  wares  and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered,  and  for  moneys. 
That  all  the  dealings  in  relation  to  the  cause  of  action,  upon  which 
the  judgment  was  rendered,  were  had  with  William  CaldweJ], 
John  C.  Caldwell  not  having  been  known  in  any  of  the  dealings ; 
that  the  complainant  had  good  reason  to  believe,  and  did  believe, 
that  William  was  the  principal,  and  the  only  person  interested 
in,  or  who  could  have  any  claim  upon,  the  claimant,  on  account 
of  said  dealings;  that  all  accounts,  receipts,  &c.,  were  in  the  name 
of  William,  John  not  having  been  known  in  any  of  the  trans- 
actions. That  at  the  time  of  the  recovery  of  the  judgment, 
William  represented  himself  to  be  the  agent  of  John,  and  to  be 
wholly  without  pecuniary  interest  m  the  matter.     That  William  is 

[a)  Prink  v.  McClung,  4  Gil.  R.,  569;  Chittenden  v.  Rogers,  42  111.  R.-,945. 
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indebted  to  the  complainant  in  the  sum  of  $200,  being  for  the 
amount  of  a  promissory  note  which  he  was  prevented  from  setting 
off  against  the  account  upon  which  judgment  was  recovered,  by 
reason  that  the  suit  was  brought  in  the  name  of  John. 

The  bill  also  stated  that  a  bill  of  shoes,  which  constituted  one 
item  in  the  said  account,  amounting  to  $146.90,  were  the  partner- 
ship property  of  the  complainant  and  William  Caldwell,  as  he 
supposed,  and  that  a  Court  of  law  could  not  adjust  the  partnership 
accounts  between  them.  That  said  bill  of  shoes  was  allowed  on 
the  trial  of  the  action  at  law,  the  complainant  having  been  taken 
by  surprise,  by  the  admitting  of  William  Caldwell  as  a  witness, 
and  by  his  testimony,  the  complainant  having  been  informed  at  the 
trial,  for  the  first  time,  that  John  C.  Caldwell  claimed  said  amount 
on  account  of  the  partnership  property. 

That  before  the  commencement  of  said  suit  at  law,  James 
Johnson  and  Benjamin  Maypole,  witnesses,  by  whom  he  has  since 
learned  that  he  could  have  explained  and  defeated  the  said  claim 
for  said  bill  of  shoes,  had  left  the  State,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
trial  he  did  not  know  where  they  were.  That  in  February  or 
March,  1838,  he  wrote  a  letter  to  both  of  said  witnesses,  directed 
to  them  at  Attica,  Licking  county,  Ohio,  where  he  had  reason  to 
believe  they  were,  in  order  to  learn  what  they  knew  of  the  trans- 
action, he  being  ignorant  of  the  extent  of  their  knowledge  upon 
the  subject,  but  he  received  no  answer  until  after  the  judgment  was 
recovered.  That  he  has  since  learned  that  he  can  prove  by  said 
witnesses  that  a  gun  and  fowling  bag,  charged  against  him  in  the 
account  at  the  price  of  $33,  were  purchased  by  him  of  William 
Caldwell  at  the  price  of  $27 ;  and  that  the  pork  and  bacon  which 
were  charged  in  said  account  were  purchased  of  William  Caldwell 
at  nine  cents  per  pound,  whereas  they  were  charged  in  the  account 
at  a  much  higher  rate; — and  that  said  articles  were  allowed,  on  the 
trial,  at  the  prices  charged  in  the  account.  The  bill  prayed  a  dis- 
closure of  William  Caldwell's  interest  in  the  transactions  between 
the  parties  in  relation  to  the  account  upon  which  "the  judgment  was 
rendered,  and  an  injunction  against  John  C.  Caldwell,  to  stay  pro- 
ceedino-s  upon  the  judgment  at  law  ;  and  that  upon  the  hearing  of 
the  cause  the  judgment  should  be  vacated. 

At  the  October  term,  1838,  of  the  Court  below,  on  motion  of 
the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  the  injunction  was  dissolved,  and 
the  bill  dismissed.     The  complainant  appealed  to  this  Court. 

The  decision  of  the  Court  below,  in  dissolving  the  injunction 
and  dismissing  the  bill,  is  assigned  for  error. 

Giles  Spring,  for  the  appellant. 

N.  H.  Purple,  for  the  appellees. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
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The  bill  in  this  case  seeks  to  open  and  reinvestigate  matters 
litigated  in  an  action  at  law,  between  one  of  the  defendants  and 
the  complainant,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  La  Salle,  in  which  the 
complainant  appeared  and  made  defense. 

Upon  an  examination  of  the  bill,  no  ground  whatever  is  per- 
ceived for  granting  the  relief  sought,  which  is,  to  vacate  the  judg- 
ment at  law. 

The  complainant  had  a  full  opportunity  to  make  his  defense  to 
the  action,  the  matters  of  which  were  only  cognizable  in  a  court  of 
law,  and  that  should  be  considered  final  and  conclusive,  no  fraud 
appearing  in  the  obtaining  of  the  judgment.  The  note  of  one  of 
the  defendants,  which  the  complainant  alleges  he  holds,  may  be 
prosecuted  at  law,  and  therefore  is  no  ground  on  which  the  inter- 
position of  a  court  of  equity  should  be  sought.  We  can  perceive 
no  grounds  whatever,  upon  which,  on  the  known  principles  gov- 
erning proceedings  in  equity,  the  relief  sought  could  be  allowed. 

The  injunction  was  properly  dissolved,  and  the  bill  dismissed. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.    See  Beams  et  al.  v.  Denham  et  al.,  Ante,  58 ;  Elston  v.  Blancliard,  Post. 


Dai^iel  Elstojst,  appellant,    v.  Francis    Gr.   Blanchaed, 

appellee. 

Appeal  from  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Chicago. 

The  payee  of  a  promissory  note  is  a  necessary  party  to  a  bill  in  chancery  against  the 
holder,  alleging  a  want  of  consideration  for  the  note,  and  fraud  in  relation  to  its  trans- 
fer. 

Where  fraud  is  charged  in  a  bill  for  relief,  it  should  be  specifically  set  out. 

Where  a  defendant  neglects  to  avail  himself  of  a  defense  at  law,  a  court  of  chancery  will 
not  grant  relief.    This  rule  is  too  well  settled  to  require  comment. 

A  want  of  consideration,  and  notice  to  the  assignee,  of  that  fact,  before  or  at  the  time  of 
the  assignment  of  a  promissory  note,  is  a  good  defense  to  an  action  on  a  promissory 
note,  by  an  assignee. 

Elston  obtained  an  injunction  on  a  judgment  at  law,  on  the 
following  statement  of  facts  in  his  bill  of  complaint,  to  wit: 
That  he  contracted  with  one  Barnard  Ward  for  the  purchase  of 
a  lease  of  999  years  to  a  lot  or  wharfing  privilege  in  the  town 
of  Chicago,  at  the  price  of  $750 ;  that  Elston,  the  complainant, 
paid  Ward  $300  down,  and  gave  his  note  to  Ward  for  $450, 
payable  in  six  months,  for  the  price  of  said  lease;  that  Ward  had 
no  right  or  interest  or  property  in  said  lot  or  wharfing  privilege ; 
that  said  note  was  given  without  a  good  or  valuable  consider- 
ation ;  that,  .before   said   note   was    endorsed    to    Blanch ard,   he 
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was  informed  by  the  complainant,  that  said  note  would  not  be 
paid,  unless  it  should  be  ascertained  that  said  Ward  had  a  good 
right  to  the  lot  aforesaid,  for  the  term  of  999  years,  and  could  sell 
and  legally  transfer  the  same  right  to  the  complainant,  and  that, 
said  note  was  given  in  consideration  thereof  That  complainant 
expressly  warned  defendant  against  purchasing  said  note  of  Ward. 
But  said  defendant,  for  the  purpose  of  selling  his  own  property  for 
a  much  greater  price  than  it  was  worth,  and  to  interfere  with  the 
complainant  in  that  behalf,  did  knowingly  and  fraudulently  obtain 
the  note  of  said  Ward,  after  notice  as  aforesaid,  and  in  order  to 
compel  the  payment  of  said  note  to  him,  instead  of  leaving  the 
complainant  and  Ward  to  settle  the  same  between  themselves. 
And  said  defendant  did  fraudulently  and  knowingly  interfere  with 
the  rights  of  the  complainant  in  the  premises.  That  defendant 
sued  and  recovered  a  judgment  by  default  on  said  note  for  $450, 
and  threatened  to  collect  the  same  by  fieri  fiicias.  The  bill  prayed 
the  Court  to  perpetuate  the  injunction. 

The  defendant  filed  a  general  demurrer  to  the  bill,  and  a  motion 
.to  dissolve  the  injunction.  The  Court,  at  the  November  term, 
1837,  dissolved  the  injunction,  the  Hon.  Thomas  Ford  presiding, 
and  sustained  the  demurrer  to  the  bill,  and  dismissed  the  same, 
with  $10  damages  and  costs.  From  this  decree  the  complainant 
prayed  and  obtained  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court. 

To  reverse  this  decree,  the  complainant  has  assigned  the  follow- 
ing errors : 

First,  The  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chictigo  erred  in  dis- 
solving the  injunction  granted  in  the  cause. 

Secondly,  The  said  Court  erred  in  dismissing  the  complainant's 
said  bill. 

Thirdly,  That  the  decree  of  the  said  Court,  in  sustaining  the 
said  defendant's  demurrer  to  the  coniplainant's  bill,  and  dismissing 
the  same,  with  damages  and  costs,  is  erroneous  in  every  member, 
branch  and  part  thereof 

The  following  points  were  made  for  the  appellant : 

The  demurrer  admits  the  truth  of  the  allegations  of  the  bill. 

"  If  a  defense  be  such  that  courts  of  law  and  equity  have  con- 
current jurisdiction,  and  the  party  fail  to  defend  at  law,  he  may 
still  resort  to  a  court  of  equity ;  but  if  he  makes  a  defense  at  law 
and  fail,  equity  will  not  retry  the  matter."  1  Pirt.  Dig.,  294,  §  3 ; 
2  Bibb,  5,  200 ;  2  J.  J.  Marsh.,  513,  136,  139 ;  5  Littell,  167. 
"Courts  of  law  and  equity  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  of  fraud. 
Where  the  defense  was  pleaded  specially  in  an  action  of  assumpsit, 
and  the  plea  was  rejected,  the  relief  was  not  barred  in  equity, 
even  when  it  might  have  been  given  in  evidence  under  the  general 
issue.  Unless  the  party  really  enjoyed  the'  benefit  of  it  in  a  trial 
at  law,  he  shall  be  heard  in  equity."  1  Pirt.  Dig.,  311,  119 ;  Lit. 
Sel.  Cas.,  164  ;  6  Littell,  164.     "  Equity  will  grant  relief  against  a 
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iudgment  at  law,  for  money  won  at  gaming,  when  the  judgment 
was  by  default."  2  J.  J.  Marsh.,  186.  "When  courts  of  law  and 
equity  have  concurrent  jurisdiction,  the  Chancellor  will  relieve, 
notwithstanding  the  defense  might  have  been  made  at  law."  Clay 
V.  Fry,  3  Bibb,  248;  2  Bibb,  200;  2  J.  J.  Marsh.,  139,  513. 

B.  S.  Morris  and  J.  Y.  Scammon,  for  the  appellant. 

G.  Spring  and  G-.  Goodrich,  for  the  appellee,  cited  Breese,  60, 
124,  147,  149,  193  ;  5  Johns.  Chan. ;  6  Johns.  Chan. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

The  bill  in  this  case  is  imperfect ;  the  payee  of  the  note.  Ward, 
ought  to  have  been  made  a  party,  so  as  to  have  had  all  the  parties 
in  interest  before  the  Court.  The  fraud  charged  should  also  have 
been  specifically  set  out. 

The  allegations  in  this  respect  are  entirely  too  general  and 
indefinite. 

But  it  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  equity  sought  by  the  bill, 
that  the  complainant  had  a  good  defense  at  law,  which  he  neglected 
to  make.  Notice  of  the  want  of  consideration  for  the  giving  of 
the  note  to  the  assignee,  before  or  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  of 
the  note  and  purchase,  is  a  good  defense,  if  the  want  of  considera- 
tion be  established.     This  defense  was  neglected. 

The  complamant  cannot  now  obtain  the  relief  which  he  has, 
by  his  own  neglect,  lost.  The  rule  is  too  well  settled  to  require 
comment,  in  a  case  like  the  present.  Let  the  judgment  be  affirmed, 
with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


The  President,  Directors  and  Company  of  the  Bank 
OF  Washtenaw,  plaintiffs  in  error,  v.  William  Mont- 
gomery, defendant  in  error. 

Error   to   CooJc. 

In  an  action  by  a  foreign  banking  company,  as  assignee  or  endorsee  of  a  promissory 
note,  where  the  record  does  not  snow  the  place  of  endorsement,  the  Court  will  presume 
that  the  note  was  transferred  at  the  banking  house  of  the  company,  out  of  the  State. 

Semble,  That  a  foreign  bank  or  corporation  may  contract  in  the  State  of  Illinois. 

Semble,  That  it  is  not  necessary  in  a  declaration  by  a  corporation,  to  aver  the  corporate 
existence,  or  to  plead  the  act  of  incorporation. 

Nothing  is  better  settled,  than  that  corporations  may  institute  suits  in  the  courts  of  other 
States  and  countries,  than  those  under  whose  laws  they  may  have  been  established. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  in  the  Cook  Circuit  Court 
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The  plaintiffs,  in  their  corporate  name,  declared  against  the  defend- 
ant, as  assignees  of  a  promissory  note  made  by  the  defendant,  of 
■which  the  following  is  a  copy : 

"$5,000.  Chicago,  August  1st,  1836. 

"  Twelve  months  after  date,  I  promise  to  pay  D.  B.  &  N.  J. 
Brown,  or  order,  five  thousand  dollars,  with  ten  per  cent  interest 
from  date,  payable  at  the  Branch  of  the  State  Bank  of  Illinois,  at 
Chicago.  .  W.  MONTGOMERY." 

Indorsed,  "D.  B.  &  N.  J.  Brown." 

The  declaration  also  contained  tlie  common  money  counts. 
The  defendant  craved  oyer  of  the  note,  and  demurred  to  the 
whole  declaration,  assigning  the  following  causes  of  demurrer  : 

1.  That  a  private  corporation  has  no  power  to  contract  and  sue 
out  of  the  State  from  which  it  derived  its  existence. 

2.  That  a  private  corporation  has  no  right  to  sue  out  of  the 
State  from  which  it  derived  its  corporate  vitality. 

The  plaintiffs  joined  in  demurrer,  and  the  Court  took  the  cause 
under  advisement,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant. 

The  cause  was  heard  at  the  August  term,  1838,  before  the  Hon. 
Jobn  Pearson. 

J.  BuTTERFiELD  and.  James  H.  Collins,  for  the  plaintiffs  in 
error : 

I.  A  foreign  corporation  may  contract  in  this  State.  Its  capacity 
to  contract  is  not  confined  to  particular  territorial  limits. 

1.  Black.  Com.,  475.     "  After  a  corporation  is  formed  and  named, 
it  acquires  many  powers,  rights,  capacities  and  incapacities,"  &c.  , 
"Some  of  these  are  necessarily  and  inseparably  incident  to  every 
corporation;    which  incidents,  as  soon  as  a  corporation  is  duly 
erected,  are  tacitly  annexed,  of  course ;  as, 

"  1st.  To  have  perpetual  succession. 

"  2d.  To  sue  or  be  sued,  implead  or  be  impleaded,  grant  or 
receive,  by  its  corporate  name,  and  do  all  other  acts  as  natural 
persons  may. 

"  3d.  To  purchase  lands,  and  bold  tbem,  &c. 

"  4:th.  To  have  a  common  seal. 

"  5th.  To  make  by-laws,  &c.,  for  the  better  government  of  the 
corporation." 

Id.^  476,  margin.  "  And  these  five  powers  are  inseparably  inci- 
dent to  every  corporation,  at  least,  to  any  corporation  aggregate." 

Vide  2  Kent's  Com.,  277,  to  the  same  point. 

The  powers  and  rights  of  a  corporation  are  no  more  local  than 
those  of  an  individual.  It  is  considered  a  "  moral  person,  capa- 
ble, under  an  artificial  form,  of  taking  and  conveying  property, 
contracting  debts  and  duties,  and  enjoying  a  variety  of  civil  and 
political  rights."  2  Kent's  Com,,  267. 
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Henriques  v.  Dutch  West  India  Company,  2  Ld.  Raymond, 
1535. 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff  had,  as  defendant  in  the  Conrt  below, 
entered  into  a  recognizance  of  bail  in  a  suit  brought  by  the  Com- 
pany. And  on  error  in  the  House  of  Lords,  it  was  objected,  that 
no  recognizance  in  England  could  be  given  to  the  corporation, 
''  for  that  the  law  of  England  does  not  take  notice  of  any  foreign 
corporation,  nor  can  any  foreign  corporation  maintain  any  action 
at  common  law,  in  this  kingdom,  and  that,  therefore,  the  recog- 
nizance was  void  in  law." 

"And  the  judgment  of  the  King's  Bench  was  affirmed  by  the 
House  of  Lords." 

2  Black.  Com.,  341.  "  A  recognizance  is  an  obligation  of  record." 
"  It  is  in  most  respects  like  another  bond ;  the  difference  being 
chiefly  this,  that  the  bond  is  the  creation  of  a  fresh  debt  or  obli- 
gation de  novo  ;  the  recognizance  is  an  acknowledgment  of  a  for- 
mer debt  upon  record." 

II.  A  foreign  corporation  may  sue  in  the  courts  of  this  State. 

Angel  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  209 ;  The  Dutch  West  India 
Company  v.  Henriques  and  Moses,  1  Strange,  613,  marginal 
paging. 

Tiie  contract  in  this  case  was  made  in  Amsterdam.  '•  On  the  trial 
at  nisi  p7'ius,  before  King,  Chief  Justice,  two  points  were  reserved 
for  the  consideration  of  the  Court;  first,  whether  the  articles 
(contract)  could  be  sued  in  England ;  secondly,  whether  this  was 
a  good  name  to  sue  by. 

"  Per  totam  Curiam.  The  action  is  well  brought,  and  they  were 
all  of  opinion  for  the  Company  on  both  points;  and  the  judgment 
was  affirmed  in  B.  R.  and  in  Parliament." 

The  second  point  made  in  the  case  from  Ld.  Raymond,  under 
the  first  point  above  made,  was,  that  "  if  any  recognizance  could 
be  acknowledged  to  this  pretended  Company,  yet  no  suit  could 
be  'maintained  without  setting  out  the  names  of  the  individ- 
uals,' &c. ;  and  also,  that  no  '  foreign  corporation,  in  their  corpo- 
rate name  and  capacitj^,  can  maintain  an  action  at  common  law  in 
this  kingdom.' "  &c. 

The  Portsmouth  Livery  Company  v.  Watson,  10  Mass.,  91. 
To  an  action  of  trover,  the  defendants  pleaded  in  abatement  — 
"That  the  Portsmouth  Livery  Company  is  not  a  body  incorpo- 
rated by  the  legislature  of  the  Commonwealth,  or  under  any  law 
enacted,  by  said  legislature,  or  any  authority  of  said  Common- 
wealth ;  and  are  not,  by  the  laws  of  the  Commonwealth,  author- 
ized to  sue  in  this  action,  in  and  by  the  name  of  the  Ports- 
mouth Livery  Company,  in  the  name  and  power  as  they  have 
declared,  &c." 

The  Court  said : 

"Corporations  are  artificial  persons,  and  their  existence  and 
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rights  are  to  be  proved,  whether  the  result  of  a  public  or  private 
statute,  domestic  or  foreign,  as  any  other  fact  of  this  nature  is  to 
be  proved.  Of  public  corporations  within  this  Commonwealth, 
whether  sole  or  aggregate,  the  Court  are  judicially  informed,  as 
they  are  of  all  other  public  statutes ;  and  as  to  private  corpora- 
tions, and.  those,  whether  public  or  private,  which  exist  by  the 
laws  of  any  other  State,  or  within  any  other  foreign  jurisdiction, 
these  are  to  be  proved,  and  satisfactory  evidence  will  be  required, 
as  of  any  other  fact  material  in  an  issue  to  the  country.  But 
the  powers  of  corporations  to  sue  a  personal  action  within  this 
State  are  not  restricted  to  corporations  created  by  the  laws  of  this 
Commonwealth,  as  supposed  by  this  plea  in  abatement,  which  is 
bad  and  insuificient." 

Silver  Lake  Bank  v.  North,  4  Johns.  Chan.,  370.  "It  is 
well  settled,  that  foreign  corporations  may  sue  here  in  their  cor- 
porate names,  and  may  prove,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  if  the  same 
were  denied,  that  they  were  lawfully  incorporated.  The  Bank 
of  the  United  Stares  has  sued  in  our  courts  (1  Johns.  Cas.,  132.) 
In  Henriques  y.  Dutch  West  India  Company,  (2  Ld.  Raym.,  1552, 
1  Str.,  612,)  a  suit  was  brought  by  a  Dutch  corporation  and  sus- 
tained, both  in  the  King's  Bench,  and  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
though  it  was  objected  in  that  case,  that  a  foreign  corporation 
could  not  maintain  a  suit.  This  Court  ought  to  be  as  freely 
open  to  such  suitors  as  a  court  of  law,  and  it  would  be  most 
unreasonable  and  unjust  to  deny  them  that  privilege.  They 
might  well  exclaim, 

'  Quod  genus  hoc  hominum  ? 
hospitio  prohibemur  arena.'  " 


On  the  third  point  in  the  case,  the  Chancellor  said,  "It  is  further 
said,  that  to  support  and  enforce  this  mortgage,  would  be  repugnant 
to  the  act  restraining  unincorporated  banking  associations.  There 
is  no  allegation  or  proof  of  any  fraudulent  intent  against  the  statute, 
and,  certainly,  none  is  to  be  intended  or  presumed." 

Remark.  —  The  party  demurring  must  be  confined  to  the  special 
causes  assigned.  The  demurrer  does  not  and  could  not  raise  the 
question,  that  the  purchase  of  the  note  in  this  case  was  against  any 
restraining  act,  or  illegal. 

And  it  seems  to  me,  that  none  of  the  questions  intended  to  be 
raised  can  be  raised  by  demurrer,  but  only  by  plea.  The  Court 
will  not  intend  in  support  of  tlie  demurrer,  that  this  corporation  is 
a  foreign  bank,  and  not  incorporated  by  the  legislature  of  this 
State. 

New  Jersey  Protection  and  Lombard  Bank  v.  Thorp,  6  Cowen, 
46. —  "  Curia:  It  was  very  properly  conceded  on  the  argumeni, 
by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  that  foreign  corporations  may 
sue  here.     Nothing  is  better  settled." 

Vol.  II.  54 
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It  has  been  repeatedly  decided,  that  a  foreign  sovereign  or 
nation  may  sue  in  the  English  Courts.  Nabob  of  Arcot  v.  East 
India  Co.,  4  Br.  Ch.  Rep.,  180. 

The  King  of  Spain  v.  Machado,  3  Eng.  Cond.  Ch.  Rep.,  643. 
This  suit  was  a  bill  filed  against  the  agents  of  the  government  for 
Spanish  rents,  and  it  was  not  questioned  but  that  the  king,  in  his 
corporate  character,  could  sue  in  the  English  Chancery. 

1  Johns.  Cas.,  132,  Angel  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  382.  On  the 
argument  at  the  circuit,  it  was  urged,  that  we  have  not  shown  in 
the  narratione  that  the  plaintiffs  were  incorporated,  or  had  a  legal 
existence,  &c.  This  question  does  not  seem  to  be  raised,  and  the  law 
being  that  a  corporation  is  not  bound,  in  pleading,  to  set  forth  the 
act  creating  it,  it  is  satisfactory  to  my  mind,  that  its  right  to  contract 
and  sue  cannot  be  questioned  except  by  plea.  Bank  of  the  Uni- 
ted States  V.  Haskins,  1  Johns.  Cas.,  132.  Defendants  pleaded 
in  abatement,  that  plaintiffs  had  not  set  forth  any  act  incorporating 
them,  &c.  Court :  *'  On  examining  precedents  we  are  satisfied,  that 
whether  the  act  of  Congress  incorporating  the  Bank  of  the  United 
States  be  viewed  either  as  a  public  or  private  act,  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  set  forth  the  act  itself,  nor  the  names  of  the  individuals 
composing  the  Company." 

Points  and  authorities  for  the  defendant  in  error : 

1.  The  declaration  does  not  show  that  there  is  any  such  corpo- 
ration as  the  plaintiffs;  none  is  contained  in  the  public  laws  of 
this  State.  If  a  private  or  foreign  corporation,  its  charter 
should  have  been  pleaded.  1  Black.  Com.,  80;  Harrington  (Del.), 
200. 

There  can  be  no  moneyed  institution  in  the  State  of  Illinois, 
except  the  State  Bank  and  branches,  and  the  banks  in  existence 
at  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution.  State  Constitution,  Art.  8, 
§  21 ;  R.  L.,  301 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  223. 

2.  A  corporation  has  no  power  to  sell  goods  and  deal  in  mer- 
chandise, or  to  deal  in  promissory  notes,  unless  that  power  be 
expressly  conferred ;  and  the  pleadings  should  show  it,  in  case  of 
foreign  or  private  corporation.  West  Dig.,  143 ;  1  McCord,  80. 

3.  A  foreign  corporation  cannot  sue  in  this  State,  except  upon 
a  contract  made  out  of  it ;  and  the  facts  should  appear  upon  the 
record.  See  1  Missouri,  184,  where  it  was  held  that  the  Bank  of 
Edwardsville  could  not  purchase  promissory  notes. 

Unless  authorized  by  statute,  an  action  of  assumpsit  does  not 
lie  either  by  or  against  a  corporation.  2  Stark.  Bv.,  244.  See 
also  Betts  v.  Menard,  Breese's  Appendix,  15. 

J.  Y.  ScAMMON.  Fr.  Peyton,  and  A.  G.  Leaky,  for  the 
defendant  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
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This  was  an  action  upon  a  negotiable  promissory  note,  assigned 
to  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

The  defendant  in  the  Circuit  Court  demurred  to  the  declara- 
tion, and  assigned  specially  the  causes  and  grounds  of  demurrer 
relied  on,  to  wit :  First,  A  private  corporation  has  no  power  to 
contract  out  of  the  State  from  which  it  derived  its  corporate  exist- 
ence, unless  the  State  in  which  such  contract  was  made  and 
sought  to  be  enforced,  has  passed  some  statute  law  giving  to  for- 
eign corporations  the  right  to  contract  and  sue  in  such  State. 
Secondly,  A  private  corporation  has  no  right  to  sue  out  of  the 
State  from  which  it  has  derived  its  corporate  vitality,  for  no  State 
can  legally  or  constitutionally  delegate  contracting  powers  to  a 
corporation  or  person  to  contract  without  the  State,  unless  to  an 
individual  agent  to  contract  for  and  in  behalf  of  the  State  sover- 
eignty. Upon  these  causes,  assigned  by  the  defendant  in  the 
Circuit  Court,  it  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant,  sustaining  the 
causes  of  demurrer. 

The  correctness  of  this  decision  is  now  presented  for  review 
here. 

It  may  be  proper  to  premise  before  entering  into  an  investigation 
of  the  reasons  and  principles  of  the  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court, 
that  it  does  not  appear  from  the  record,  in  any  way,  that  the  Bank 
of  Washtenaw  is  a  foreign  corporation,  and  unless  we  are  to  take 
judicial  notice  of  the  absence  of  such  an  incorporation  on  our 
books  of  statutes,  we  cannot,  for  the  purpose  of  consideration  in 
this  case,  know  that  it  is  a  corporation  of  foreign  birth. 

Again,  there  is  nothing  appearing  in  the  declaration  or  in  the 
pleadings,  to  show  whether  the  note  declared  on  was  purchased 
and  assigned  to  the  Bank  of  Washtenaw,  in  or  out  of  the  State  of 
Illinois. 

No  evidence  whatever  exists  in  the  case  to  show  where  the  trans- 
action took  place  ;  and  it  may  with  propriety  be  inferred,  that  the 
note  was  negotiated  and  transferred  at  the  banking  house  of  the 
company,  out  of  the  State,  rather  than  that  the  transaction  took 
place  within  the  State. 

Upon  the  first  ground  assumed,  it  appears,  then,  that  the  question 
attempted  to  be  raised  is  not  really  presented  by  the  record.  We 
should,  however,  have  had  no  difficulty  in  deciding  on  this  right 
attempted  to  be  questioned  by  the  demurrer,  upon  the  principles 
laid  down  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case 
of  the  Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Earle,(l)  in  which  that  question  has 
been  elaborately  considered,  and  decided  in  favor  of  the  right ; 
but  it  is  deemed  not  necessary,  because  the  question  is  not  fairly 
presented  for  adjudication  by  the  case. 

Upon  the  second  ground  there  can  be  no  doubt.     The  numer- 

'  (1)  13  Peters,  519. 
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ous  adjudged  cases  in  which  this  right  has  been  recognized  and  sett- 
led as  well  on  principle  as  on  grounds  of  public  policy  and  comity 
between  the  several  States  of  the  Union,  ought  to  be  conclusive 
and  satisfactory.  It  is  supposed  that  nothing  is  better  settled, 
than  that  corporations  may  institute  suits  in  the  courts  of  other 
States  and  countries  than  those  under  whose  laws  they  may  have 
been  established.  This  will  be  found  to  be  recognized  in  the 
authorities.(l) 

This  principle  is  fully  recognized  in  the  case  of  the  Bank  of 
Augusta  V.  Earle.  The  Chief  Justice,  in  delivering  his  opinion, 
remarked,  "  In  England,  from  which  we  have  received  our  general 
principles  of  jurisprudence,  no  doubt  appears  to  have  been  enter- 
tained of  the  right  of  a  foreign  corporation  to  sue  in  its  courts, 
since  the  case  of  Henriques  v.  The  Dutch  West  India  Company, 
decided  in  1729  ;(2)  and  it  is  matter  of  history,  which  this  Court 
is  bound  to  notice,  that  corporations  created  in  this  country  have 
been  in  the  open  practice,  for  many  years  past,  of  making  con- 
tracts in  England  of  various  kinds  and  to  large  amounts,  and  we 
have  never  seen  a  doubt  suggested  there  of  the  validity  of  those 
contracts  by  any  court  or  jurist,"(a)  * 

In  the  case  of  the  Silver  Lake  Bank,(3)  the  Chancellor  of 
New  York  held,  that  a  corporation  created  by  the  legislature  of  I 

Pennsylvania  had  a  right  to  enforce  a  mortgage  on  real  property  ^ 

in  New  York,  by  a  proceeding  in  the  court  of  chancery  of  New 
York. 

It  cannot  well  be  imagined  that  the  Courts  of  any  State  would 
refuse  to  execute  a  contract  by  which  a  corporation  had  borrowed 
money  in  another  State  than  that  by  which  it  was  created. 

In  a  case  decided  in  Alabama, (4)  it  has  been  held  that  a  corpo- 
ration of  another  State  may  sue  in  its  courts. 

The  decision  is  put  on  the  ground  of  comity  between  the  States. 

Unless,  then,  there  should  be  a  prohibition  by  statute,  we  can 
see  no  possible  ground  on  which  to  rest  the  objection  to  the  right 
of  a  foreign  corporation  to  maintain  an  action  in  our  courts. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  further  proceedings. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(1)  Roll.  Abr.,  531 ;  2  Bulstrode,  32  ;  Hobart,  113  ;  9  Vesey,  347  ;  1  Vesey,  Jr.,  371  ;  2 
Ld.  Eaym.,  152;  1  Strange,  612  ;  10  Mass.,  91  ;  5  Cowen,  550  ;  King  of  Spain  v.  Oliver, 
Pet.  C.  C.  R.,  276  ;  Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Earle,  13  Peters,  519. 

i2)  2  Ld.  Eaym.,  1532. 

(«)  Runvan  v.  Lessee  of  Coster,  14  Pet.  U.  S.  R.,  122. 

(3)4  Johns.  Ch.  R.,  370. 

(4)  2  Stewart,  147. 


SPRINGFIELD.  429 


Hayes  v.  Gorham  ct  al. 


John  Hayes,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Gatidnek  T.  Gokiiam 
and  Leavis  Durley,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  Putnam. 

It  is  a  good  defense  to  an  action  by  the  assignee  of  a  promissorv  note  apaiust  the  assignor, 
who  was  also  payee,  that  the  endorsement  made  by  the  defendant  on  the  note  was 
made  after  the  note  became  due,  to  one  Schooler,  a  subsequent  assignor,  without  any 
consideration  whatever,  at  the  request  of  Schooler,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  enabling 
him  to  sue  on  the  note  in  his  own  name,  with  the  express  agreement,  on  tlie  part  of 
Schooler,  that  the  defendant  should  not  be  held  liable  on  his  endorsement;  and  that 
the  note  was  sold  to  Schooler  some  time  before  the  endorsement  was  made,  and  after 
the  note  became  due,  for  a  price  much  less  than  the  face  of  the  note,  and  that  Schooler 
purchased  the  same  at  his  own  exclusive  risk. 

In  an  action  by  an  assignee  of  a  promissory  note  "against  an  assignor,  a  subsequent  assignor 
is  not  a  competent  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  although  the  plaintiff  had  recovered  judg- 
ment against  him  for  the  amount  of  the  note  and  interest. 

The  defendants  in  error  commenced  an  action  of  assumpsit,  at 
the  April  term  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Putnam  county,  1839, 
against  the  plaintiff  in  error,  as  endorser  of  the  following  notes : 

"$2,000.00.  Peru,  Illinois,  March  2ist,  1837. 

"  On  the  twenty-eighth  day  of  August,  A.  D,  1837,  we,  or  either 
of  us,  jointly  and  severally,  promise  to  pay  John  Hayes,  or  order, 
two  thousand  dollars,  for  value  received. 
"  Witness  our  hands  and  seals, 

"E.  H.  MALLORY,  [seal.] 

"ABRAM  EDGERTON,  [seal.]" 

Endorsed,  "January  the  29th,  1838,  pay  to  William  H.  Schooler. 

"John  Hayes." 

"February  26th,  1838,  H.  K  Schooler." 
"  Pay  the  within  to  Gorham  &  Durley, 

"W.H.  Schooler." 

$3,350.00.  Peru,  Illinois,  March  2lst,  1837, 

"  On  the  twenty-eighth  day  of  November,  A.  D.  1837,  we  or 
either  of  us,  jointly  and  severally,  promise  to  pay  John  Hayes,  or 
order,  three  thousand  three  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  for  value 
received.  "R.  H.  MALLORY,  [seal.] 

"ABRAMEDGERTON,  [seal.]" 

Endorsed,  "January  the  29th,  1838,  pay  to  William  H.  Schooler. 

"John  Hayes." 

"February  26th,  1838,  H.  K  Schooler." 
"  Pay  the  within  note  to  Gorham  &  Durley, 

"  W.  H.  Schooler." 

The  plaintiffs'  declaration  contained  two  counts.  The  first 
described  the  notes,    and   alleged  they  were   each  endorsed   bj 
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defendant  to  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  day  of  their  date.  The  second 
count,  as  amended,  described  the  notes,  and  alleged  that  the  note 
first  above  mentioned  was  endorsed  by  defendant  to  plaintiffs 
January  29,  1838,  and  that  the  second  note  above  mentioned  was 
endorsed  to  the  plaintiffs  by  defendant  on  the  day  of  its  date. 
Each  count  alleged  the  insolvency  of  the  makers  of  the  notes,  and 
the  last  diligence. 

To  this  declaration  the  defendant  pleaded  three  pleas  in  bar,  as 
follows,  to  wit: 

1st  plea,  Actio,  non:  "Because,  he  says,  that  at  the  time  this 
defendant  made  the  endorsements  on  said  notes  in  the  plaintifis' 
declaration  mentioned,  William  H.  Schooler,  to  whom  this  defend- 
ant sold  said  notes  and  made' said  endorsements,  expressly  agreed 
that  this  defendant  should  not  be  held  liable  upon  said  endorse- 
ments, or  either  of  them,  and  upon  this  said  agreement  defendant 
made  said  endorsements,  and  upon  none  other,"  &c.,  &c.  2d  plea, 
Actio,  non :  "  Because,  he  says,  that  said  endorsements  made  by 
defendant  on  said  promissory  notes,  as  set  forth  in  the  plaintiffs' 
declaration,  were  made  by  said  defendant  after  said  notes  became 
due,  to  wit,  on  the  25th  day  of  June,  A.  D.  1838,  at  the  county 
aforesaid,  to  William  H.  Schooler,  one  of  the  endorsers  of  said 
notes,  without  any  consideration  whatever,  at  the  request  of  said 
William  H.  Schooler,  and  for  the  only  purpose  of  enabling  said 
Schooler  to  sue  upon  said  notes  in  his  own  name,  and  with  the 
express  agreement  of  said  Schooler  with  this  defendant,  that  he, 
the  said  defendant,  should  not  in  any  way  be  held  liable  on  said 
endorsements ;  and  defendant  further  avers  that  said  notes  were 
sold  and  delivered  to  said  Schooler  some  time  before  said  endorse- 
ments were  made,  and  after  said  notes  had  become  due ;  and  the 
said  Schooler,  at  the  time  of  such  sale  and  delivery  of  said  notes 
to  him  by  said  defendant,  purchased  them  of  the  defendant  for  an 
amount  much  less  than  the  amount  payable  on  the  face  of  said 
notes,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  and  at  his,  said 
Schooler's,  own  exclusive  risk  ;"  and  a  verification.  The  3d  plea 
is  like  the  second,  except  the  following  averment  is  added,  to  wit : 
"And  the  defendant  avers  that  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  time  said  notes 
were  endorsed  and  delivered  to  them  by  the  said  Schooler,  well 
knew  that  said  endorsements  were  made  by  the  defendants  with- 
out consideration,  and  of  the  making  of  the  agreement  with  the 
said  Schooler,  as  aforesaid  ;"  and  a  verification,  &c. 

To  the  first  and  second  pleas  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiffs 
demurred  generally,  and  the  defendant  joined  in  demurrer,  which 
the  Court  sustained. 

To  the  defendant's  third  plea,  the  plaintiffs  replied,  'precludinon  : 
"  Because,  they  say,  that  at  the  time  the  said  notes  in  the  said 
declaration  mentioned  were  endorsed  by  the  said  Schooler  to  the 
said  plaintiffs,  they  had  no  notice  of  any  contract  or  agreement  of 
said  Schooler  with  said  Hayes,  or  want  of  consideration  as  set  forth 
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in  said  plea  of  said  defendant ;"  and  tendered  an  issue  to  the  coun- 
try, which  was  joined. 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  April  term,  1839,  before  the  Hon. 
Thomas  Ford.  Verdict  and  judgment  was  rendered  for  the 
plaintiffs  for  $5,837.87,  the  amount  of  the  notes  and  interest. 
On  the  trial  the  following  bill  of  exceptions  was  taken  : 
"  Be  it  remembered,  that,  on  the  trial  of  this  cause,  the  said  plaint- 
iffs produced  as  a  witness  Hugh  IST.  Schooler,  to  prove  that  the 
said  plaintiff  had  no  knowledge  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  defendant's 
plea  at  the  time  of  the  endorsement  of  the  notes  by  W.  H.  Schooler, 
described  in  the  declaration  to  them ;  and  upon  examination  it 
appeared  that  the  said  Hugh  N.  Schooler  was  one  of  the  endorsers 
of  said  notes  to  said  plaintiffs,  and  that  judgment  of  this  Court 
has  already  been  obtained  by  said  plaintiffs  against  him  for  the 
amount  of  said  notes  and  interest ;  whereupon  the  said  defendant 
objected  to  the  said  witness  as  interested  and  incompetent;  but  the 
Court  overruled  said  objection,  and  permitted  the  said  Hugh  N. 
Schooler  to  testify  that,  at  the  time  he  indorsed  said  note  to  the 
plaintiffs,  they  had  no  knowledge  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  plea,  so 
far  as  he  knew ;  and  also,  that  they  had  no  such  knowledge  before 
said  endorsement,  as  far  as  he  knew.  To  which  decision  of  the 
Court,  in  overruling  said  objection  and  permitting  said  Schooler  to 
testify  as  aforesaid,  the  said  defendant  excepts,  and  prays  the  Court 
to  sign  and  seal  this  his  bill  of  exceptions,  which  is  done. 

"THOMAS  FOED.     [seal.]" 

The  cause  was  brought  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error,  and  the 
following  error  assigned : 

1.  The  Court  erred  in  sustaining  the  defendant's  demurrer  to 
the  plaintiffs'  first  plea. 

2.  The  Court  erred  in  sustaining  the  defendant's  demurrer  to 
the  plaintiffs'  second  plea. 

3.  The  Court  erred  in  admitting  the  testimony  of  H.  N.  Schooler. 

Onslow  Peters,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error: 

The  note  was'dishonored  when  it  passed  from  Hayes  to  Schooler, 
and  from  Schooler  to  the  plaintiffs  below,  and  they  took  it  subject 
to  all  legal  objections,  both  as  to  endorsers  and  makers. 

Tmson  v.  Francis,  1  Camp.  E.,  19 ;  Chitty  on  Bills,  214,  note 
v;  9  B.  &  C,  391;  Crossby  v.  Ham,  13  East.,  498;  Brown  u 
Davis,  3  T.  E.,  81 ;  Burrough  v.  Moss,  10  B.  &  C,  658 ;  Chitty  on 
Bills,  265 ;  Pike  v.  Street,  Moody  &  Malkm,  226. 

H.  N.  Schooler  was  an  incompetent  witness,  and  his  testimony 
ought  to  have  been  excluded. 

Bailey  on  Bills,  371,  note;  Scott  v.  McClellan,  2  Greenl.  R., 
199  ;  Talbot  v.  Clark,  8  Pick.,  81. 

S.  T.  Logan,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opini(!)n  of  the  Court: 
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We  are  of  opinion  that  the  Circuit  Court  erred  in  sustaining  the 
demurrer  of  the  plaintiffs  to  the  second  plea  of  the  defendant. 

The  facts  set  forth  in  the  plea  would  be  a  good  bar  to  the  action, 
if  proven,  and  consequently  the  plea  should  have  been  sustained. 

The  Court,  we  think,  erred  in  admitting  the  testimony  of  the 
witness  H.  N.  Schooler;  he  was  interested  in  having  a  previous 
assignor  sued,  and  the  money  collected  of  him,  as  that  would  dis- 
charge his  liability. («) 

Let  the  judgment  be  reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded 
for  further  proceedings. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(a)  Eives  v.  Marr,  25  111.  R.,  315  ;  Laws  of  1867,  p.  183. 


Samuel  B.  Kyle,  apj)ellaiit,  v.  James  TnoMPSOisr  and 
Feancis  William  Thompsoin",  wlio  sue  for  the  use  of 
Waebuetok  &  Kijstg,  appellees. 

Appeal  from  McDonough. 

Where  a  promissory  note  is  specially  assigned  by  the  payees  to  third  persons,  who  are 
the  legal  holders  of  the  note,  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  upon  the  note  in  the 
name  of  the  payees,  though  commenced  by  the  attorney  of  the  assignees  for  their  use. (a) 
Yet,  if  the  special  indorsement  be  erased'at  the  trial,  the  action  may  be  maintained. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  instituted  in  the  McDonough 
Circuit  Court  by  James  Thompson  and  Francis  W.  Thompson,  for 
the  use  of  Warburton  &  King,  on  the  following  note : 

"  $9763%V  Saift  Louis,  \m  Nov.,  1836. 

"  Six  months  after  date  I  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of  J.  and 
F.  W.  Thompson  nine  hundred  and  seventy-six  -^-^  dollars,  with- 
out defalcation  or  discount,  for  value  received. 

"S.  B.  KYLE." 

Endorsed :  "Pay  the  order  of  Warburton  &  King. 

"J  &  F.  W.  THOMPSON." 

It  was  also  in  proof,  that  the  attorney  who  brought  the  suit 
received  the  note  from  Warburton  &  King,  who  resided  in  St. 
Louis,  Missouri,  with  instructions  to  collect  the  same  and  pay  the 
proceeds  over  to  them. 

The  pourt  instructed  the  jury  that  the  fact  of  the  plaintiffs 
attorney  having  possession  of  the  note  was  a  fact  from  which  the 
jury  might  presume,  prima  facie,  that  the  note  was  the  property  of 
the  plaintift's,  and  that  they  had  a  right  to  sue  on  it,  notwith- 
standing the  assignment. 

(a)  Campbell  v.  Humphries,  Post,  478 ;  Boone  ?;.  Stone,  3  Gil-  R.,  340  ;  Moore  v.  Maple, 
25  111.  R.,  343;  Latiin  v.  Sherman,  28  ftl.  R.,  3^. 
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Upon  this  state  of  the  case,  there  was  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs 
for  the  amount  of  the  note  and  interest ;  whereupon  the  defendant 
moved  the  Court  for  a  new  trial,  for  the  reasons  that  the  damages 
were  excessive,  and  that  the  Court  misdirected  the  jury.  The 
Court  overruled  the  motion,  and  rendered  judgment  upon  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury. 

To  reverse  this  judgment  Kyle  brought  the  case  into  this  Court 
by  appeal. 

0.  Walker  and  0.  H.  Browning,  for  the  appellant,  contended, 
First.  The  Court  misdirected  the  jury.  1  Tom.  Law  Diet.,  106, 

108  ;  Breese,  288  ;  3  Blackf,  437  ;  Pirtle's  Dig.,  40  ;  R.  L.,  482  : 

Gale's  Stat.,  525,  526. 

Secondly.  The  Court  erred  in  not  granting  a  new  trial.  Pirtle's 

Dig.,  533-535. 

A.  Williams,  for  the  appellees. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  :(1) 

This  was  an  action  on  a  negotiable  promissory  note,  assigned  to 
third  persons. 

The  only  question  is,  whether,  on  the  trial  of  the  cause,  it  appear- 
ing in  evidence  that  the  note  had  been  duly  assigned  to  other 
persons  by  the  payees  of  the  note,  and  that  such  persons  were  the 
legal  holders  of  the  note,  the  payees  could  recover  in  an  action 
instituted  in  their  names. 

It  is  too  manifest  to  doubt  for  one  moment  that  the  legal  interest 
in  the  note  had  passed  to  the  assignees,  and  that  no  action,  on  such 
evidence  as  appears  in  the  case,  could  be  maintained.  The  vari- 
ance between  the  allegations  of  the  declaration  and  the  proof 
offered  was  fatal. 

The  plaintiff"  might  have  stricken  out  the  assignment  on  the  note 
at  the  trial,  but  he  did  not  do  that,  but  permitted  proof  to  be  given 
of  the  validity  of  the  assignment,  and  that  the  assignees  were  the 
legal  holders  of  the  note.(a) 

The  instructions  given  by  the  judge  were  erroneous. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.  See  Brinkley  v.  Going,  Breese,  288,  289 ;  McHenry  v.  Ridgely,  Ante,  310  ;  Camp- 
bell V.  Humphries,  and  note,  Post. 

(1)  Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  was  not  present  at  the  argument  of  this  cause, 
(a)  Parks  v.  Brown,  16  111.  R.,  454. 

Vol.  IL  55 
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Nathaniel  BtrRTOisr,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  James  McClel 
LAN,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Kane. 

If  an  illegal  act  be  done,  the  party  doing  or  causing  the  illegal  act  to  be  done  is  responsi- 
ble for  all  consequences  resulting  from  the  act. 

No  authority  is  given,  by  §  148  of  the  Criminal  Code,  to  fire  prairies  in  the  month  of 
December ;  and  a  person  setting  such  fire  is  bound  to  use  every  possible  diligence  to 
prevent  injury  to  others  ;  and  to  justify  such  an  act  on  the  ground  that  he  was  com- 
pelled to  set  a  back  fire  to  protect  his  own  possessions  from  another  fire,  he  must  show 
the  absolute  necessity  which  existed  at  the  time  for  such  an  act,  and  that  every  possible 
precaution  was  used  to  prevent  injury.  The  onus  probandi,  in  such  case,  is  with  the 
person  setting  the  fire  ;  the  person  injured  is  not  obliged  to  prove  negligence  in  order  to 
sustain  an  action  for  his  loss. 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case,  brought  by  Burton 
against  McClellan,  in  the  Kane  Circuit  Court. 

The  declaration  alleged,  that  the  "plaintiff,  on  the  thirteenth  day 
of  December,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  thirty-eight,  at  the  place  aforesaid,  was  and  still  is  possessed  of 
about  forty  acres  of  laud  in  said  county,  on  which  there  were  twenty 
stacks  of  wheat  in  the  sheaf;  twenty  stacks  of  barley  in  the  sheaf; 
twenty  stacks  of  oats  in  the  sheaf;  five  stacks  of  buckwheat,  and 
five  stacks  of  hay,  around  which  there  was  a  fence ;  all  of  which 
the  defendant  well  knew ;  yet  the  said  defendant,  at  the  time  and 
place  aforesaid,  wittingly,  knowingly  and  intentionally,  kindled  a 
fire  on  the  prairies  nearly  adjoining  the  said  premises  of  the  said 
plaintiff,  and  so  negligently  and  carelessly  watched  and  tended  the 
said  fire,  that  the  said  fire  came  into  and  upon  the  said  premises  of 
the  said  plaintiff,  and  consumed  the  said  stacks  of  grain  and  hay, 
and  the  said  fence,  of  the  value  of  eight  hundred  dollars  ;  and  also, 
one  mile  of  staked  and  rail  fence  on  the  said  premises  being  situate, 
of  the  value  of  two  hundred  dollars ;  and  consumed  the  grass  and 
stubble  growing  and  being  on  said  land,  to  the  damage  of  the  said 
plaintiff,  of  one  thousand  dollars." 

The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty.  The  cause  was  tried  at  the 
September  term  of  the  Court  below,  before  the  Hon.  Thomas 
Ford  and  a  jury.  Verdict  and  judgment  were  rendered  for  the 
defendant. 

The  following  bills  of  exceptions  were  taken  ; 

"  Be  it  remembered,  that,  on  the  trial  of  this  cause,  it  was  proved, 
that  the  defendant  had  a  field  enclosed  in  the  prairie,  in  the  county 
of  Kane,  and  that  the  plaintiff  owned  a  field,  north,  about  a  mile 
distant  from  the  field  or  enclosure  of  the  defendant ;  that  in  the 
month  of  December,  1838,  defendant  set  a  fire  in  the  prairie  around 
his  enclosure,  burning  a  strip  of  land  around  it  for  the  purpose  of 
protecting  it  and  his  fences  from  the  prairie  fire ;  and  there  was  evi- 
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dence  tending  to  prove  that  this  fire,  thus  set  by  the  defendant, 
spread  over  the  intervening  prairie  and  extended  to  and  destroyed 
the  plaintiff's  stacks  of  grain,  which  were  surrounded  by  grass,  and 
exposed  to  be  burnt  by  such  fires  ;  though  there  was  other  evidence 
tending  to  prove  that  there  were  other  fires  that  extended  to  and 
destroyed  plaintiff's  stacks. 

"  There  was  also  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  there  were  fires 
burning  on  the  prairie  westerly  of  the  defendant's  field,  and  that  a 
strong  westerly  wind  was  blowing,  which  was  rapidly  driving  the 
fire  towards  the  defendant's  field,  and  would  have  reached  it  in  ten 
or  fifteen  minutes ;  and  that  the  direction  of  the  wind  was  such 
that  it  would  have  blown  the  fire  directly  to  the  plaintiff's  stacks. 

"  It  was  also  proved  that  this  last  mentioned  fire  would  probably 
have  destroyed  the  plaintiff's  fence  and  crops,  if  he  had  not  pro- 
tected it  by  setting  a  back  fire  around  his  field,  as  above  mentioned, 
and  that  it  would  also  have  destroyed  plaintiff's  stacks. 

"  The  evidence  conduced  to  prove  that  the  defendant  commenced 
firing  about  the  northwest  corner  of  his  field  ;  that  he  extended  his 
fire  south,  on  the  west  side,  and  east,  on  the  south  side,  to  the 
southeast  corner  ;  and  it  was  proved  that  when  the  fire  got  round 
the  southeast  corner  and  was  progressing  with  the  wind  to  the 
northeast,  in  the  direction  of  the  plaintiff's  stacks,  the  defendant 
said,  '  Well,  it  is  gone,  let  it  go.'  It  was  also  proved  that  the 
plaintiff's  stacks  were  situated  in  his  field,  on  the  prairie,  surrounded 
with  grass,  and  liable  to  be  consumed  by  fires  of  the  prairies,  and 
that  neither  his  stacks,  nor  the  defendant's  field  had  been  ploughed 
around,  or  otherwise  secured  from  fire. 

"  The  judge  instructed  the  jury  as  follows  : 

'''■First.  To  make  the  defendant  responsible,  the  jury  must 
believe  from  the  evidence  that  he  set  the  fire  willfully,  or  negli- 
gently, or  that,  lawfully  having  set  it,  he  negligently  permitted  it 
to  escape  so  as  to  burn  the  plaintiff's  property. 

"  Secondly.  That  if  the  fire  had  been  set  by  some  other  person, 
which  was  threatening  inevitable  destruction  to  the  defendant's 
own  farm ;  and  if,  in  consequence  of  that,  the  defendant  set  out 
fire  around  his  own  farm,  for  the  necessary  protection  of  his  own 
property,  and  that  such  fire  burnt  the  defendant's  stacks  exposed 
in  the  same  manner  the  plaintiff's  were,  such  setting  fire  by  the 
defendant  ought  not  to  be  considered  to  be  willful,  though  the  fire 
was  set  in  the  month  of  December. 

"  Thirdly.  That  if  the  defendant  set  the  fire  for  the  purpose  set 
forth  in  the  foregoing  instruction  then  he  is  not  liable  for  damages, 
if  he  used  everything  reasonable  in  his  power  to  prevent  it  from 
doing  injury  to  the  plaintiff'. 

"  Fourthly.  That  it  was  not  neglignce  in  the  defendant  that  he 
had  not  previously  ploughed  round  his  field,  so  as  to  make  it 
unnecessary  to  set  fire  for  its  protection. 
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^'■Fifthly.  That  the  burden  of  proving  negligence  devolves  on 
the  plaintiff,  if  the  defendant  has  proved  that  he  set  the  fire  for  the 
protection  of  his  own  property. 

"  Sixthly.  That  negligence  may  be  proved  by  circumstantial 
evidence. 

"  To  these  instructions  the  plaintiff  excepted.  The  jury  returned 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

"  The  plaintiff  tendered  his  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  ruling  of 
the  judge,  and  prayed  that  the  same  may  be  allowed,  signed  and 
sealed  by  the  judge,  and  made  part  of  the  record  in  this  cause; 
which  was  accordmgly  done.  THOMAS  FORD,  [seal.]  " 

Second  Bill. 
"  Be  it  remembered,  that,  on  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  of  this 
cause,  the  plaintiff  filed  and  read  to  the  Court  the  following  affi- 
davits : 

" '  Samuel  B.  Hopkins,  being  duly  sworn,  doth  depose  and  say, 
that  in  the  winter  of  1839  he  heard  the  defendant,  James  McClel- 
lan, say  that  he  never  denied  that  the  fire  he  set  burnt  Burton's 
(the  plaintiff's)  stacks  ;  but  that  if  his  fire  had  not  burnt  them  the 
other  fire  would  ;  and  further  saith  not.' 

"  '  Nathaniel  Burton,  being  duly  sworn,  doth  depose  and  say,  that 
the  testimony  in  the  above  affidavit  mentioned  has  come  to  his 
knowledge  since  the  trial  of  this  cause.' 

"  Both  of  said  affidavits  were  entitled  in  this  suit,  signed  by  the 
affiants,  and  duly  sworn  to  by  them  respectively :  and  thereupon 
the  Court  overruled  the  said  motion  for  a  new  trial ;  to  which  the 
decision  of  the  Court  overruling  said  motion,  the  said  plaintiff 
excepted,  and  prayed  the  Court  to  sign  and  seal  this  bill  of  excep- 
tions, which  is  done.  THOMAS  FORD,  [seal.]" 

The  errors  assigned  are  : 

"  1.  The  Court  erred  in  giving  the  fourth  instruction  to  the 
jury,  the  subject-matter  of  which  was  a  circumstance  that  should 
have  been  left  to  the  jury,  and  in  deciding  that  the  defendant  had 
a  right  to  set  fire  at  the  time  he  did. 

"  2.  The  Court  erred  in  giving  the  fifth  instruction,  the  same 
not  being  law,  and  being  inconsistent  with  the  second  and  third 
instruction. 

"  The  Court  erred  in  refusing  to  grant  a  new  trial." 

M.  McCoNJSTEL  and  A.  R.  Dodge,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
cited  R.  L.,  206,  §  148 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  227 ;  8  Wend.,  469  ;  Wend. 
Dig.,  432. 

O.  Peters,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 
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Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

In  this  case  it  is  only  necessary  to  consider  a  few  plain  prin- 
ciples to  determine  the  points  presented. 

First,  If  an  illegal  act  be  done,  the  party  doing  or  causing  the 
act  to  be  done  is  responsible  for  all  consequences  resulting  from 
the  act. 

Secondly,  If  an  act  be  done  from  evident  necessity,  and  justified 
by  such  necessity,  but  which,  without  such  necessity,  would  other- 
wise be  illegal,  it  must  appear  that  such  necessity  existed  at  the 
time,  and  that  every  possible  diligence  and  care  was  taken  in  the 
manner  of  the  execution  of  the  act,  to  avoid  injury  being  done  to 
others,  or  their  property. 

Apply  these  principles  to  the  case  under  consideration.  The 
authority  given  by  the  one  hundred  and  forty-eighth  section  of  the 
Criminal  Code,  to  fire  the  prairies,  conferred  no  authority  what- 
ever on  the  defendant  to  set  out  the  fire  in  the  prairie,  because  the 
firing  v;as  not  done  at  the  period  of  the  year  allowed  by  the  sec- 
tion of  the  law  referred  to.  If  the  act  was  done,  as  is  contended, 
as  a  means  of  protection,  by  making  a  back  fire  to  protect  the 
defendant's  possession,  then  he  was  bound  to  use  every  possible 
diligence  to  prevent  injury  to  others. 

The  fifth  instruction  given,  which  imposed  on  the  plaintiff  the 
necessity  of  proving  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  before  he 
was  entitled  to  recover,  we  think,  was  incorrect.  The  principles 
already  stated  show  the  converse  of  the  rule.  The  defendant,  to 
justify  the  act,  should  have  shown  the  absolute  necessity  which 
existed  at  the  time  for  doing  the  act,  and  that  every  possible 
caution  was  used  to  prevent  injury.  It  rested  with  him  to  show 
the  excuse  and  justification,  and  was  not  required  of  the  plaintiff'.(a) 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed  with  costs,  and 
the  cause  is  to  be  remanded  with  instructions  to  the  Circuit  Court 
to  issue  a  venire  de  novo. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.  As  to  liability  for  consequences  resulting  from  illegal  acts,  see  Clark  ■;;.  Lake,  1 
Scam.,  229;  Stout  w.  McAdams,  J[?iie,  67. 

(a)  Johnson  v.  Barber,  5  Gil.  K.,  431. 


KoMULUs  RiGGS,  appellant,  v.  Edward  Dickhstson,  James 
C.  Armsteojstg,  Lewis  Bigelow,  Cyrus  Leland,  Jacob 
Gale,  Peter  Bartlett,  and  Bejstjamin  Huntoois-, 
appellees. 

Appeal  from   Peoria. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  power  of  the  Cii'cuit  Court  to  disprove  of  and  set  aside  the 
report  of  commissioners  of  partition. 
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Inequality  of  value,  as  well  as  inequality  in  quantity,  is  good  cause  for  setting  aside  a 
report  of  commissioners  of  partition  ;  and  such  inequality  may  be  shown  by  affidavit. 

The  appellees  filed  a  petition  for  partition,  under  the  statute,  in 
the  Court  below,  praying  for  a  division  between  themselves,  as 
proprietors  of  the  undivided  half  of  the  northeast  quarter  of  sec- 
tion eight,  in  township  eight,  north  range  eight  east  of  the  fourth 
principal  meridian,  and  the  appellant,  as  proprietor  of  the  other 
undivided  half.  Commissioners  were  appointed,  who  reported  as 
follows : 

"  We  divided  the  said  tract  of  laud  into  two  equal  parts,  by  a 
straight  line  drawn  from  the  middle  of  the  north  line  to  the  middle 
of  the  south  line  of  said  tract;  and  the  east  half  thereof  we 
assigned  and  set  apart  to  the  said  Edward  Dickinson,  James  C. 
Armstrong,  Lewis  Bigelow,  Cyrus  Leland,  Jacob  Gale,  Peter 
Bartlett  and  Benjamin  Huntoon;  and  the  west  half  thereof  we 
assigned  and  set  apart  to  the  said  Romulus  Eiggs." 

Riggs  moved  the  Court  below,  at  the  April  term,  1839,  the 
Hon.  Thomas  Ford  presiding,  to  set  aside  the  report  of  the  com- 
missioners on  the  ground  of  inequality  of  value  in  the  moieties 
assigned  by  the  commissioners  to  each  party.  In  support  of  this 
motion  he  produced  numerous  affidavits  stating  the  half  assigned 
to  Riggs  to  be  the  least  valuable.  The  appellees  resisted  the 
motion  on  the  ground  that  mere  inequality  in  the  value  of  the 
parts  divided  was  no  reason  for  setting  aside  the  report,  &c.  They 
also  endeavored  to  show  that  the  division  was  a  just  one.  The 
Court  overruled  the  motion  of  Riggs  and  confirmed  the  report  of 
the  commissioners ;  to  which  decision  Riggs  excepted,  and  prayed 
an  appeal.  The  bill  of  exceptions  embodied  the  facts  above 
recited,  and  contained  all  the  affidavits  referred  to.  The  points 
made  on  the  trial  of  the  appeal  were :  1st.  That  the  Court  below 
had  the  power  to  set  aside  the  report  of  the  commissioners  on 
the  ground  of  inequality  of  value  in  the  parts  assigned ;  and  2d. 
That  the  evidence  presented  by  the  record  proves  great  inequality 
to  have  existed.  No  authorities  were  referred  to  by  the  appellant. 
The  appellees  cited  Manners  v.  Charlesworth,  8  Cond.  Eng.  Ch. 
R,  376. 

C.  Walker  and  S.  T.  Logan,  for  the  appellant. 

W.  Frisby  and  Geo.  T.  Metcalf,  for  the  appellees. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
The  points  presented  for  consideration  are, 
First.  Whether  the  report  in  this  case  can  be  set  aside. 
Secondly.  If  so,  whether  it  will  be  done  in  a  case  where  equality 
of  quantity   has   been   observed  by   the   commissioners,  in   the 
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division  of  the  land,  but  which  division  may  have  resulted  in  great 
inequality  of  value. 

Thirdly.  If  so,  whether  the  inequality  of  value  may  be  shown 
by  evidence  in  writing,  impeaching  the  report  on  that  ground. 

The  jurisdiction  and  practice  of  courts,  with  reference  to  pro- 
ceedings for  the  partition  of  lands,  are  not,  in  the  more  early 
instances,  free  from  obscurity  and  doubt.  In  reference  to  the  acts 
of  the  commissioners,  a  largeness  of  discretion  has  been  vested  in 
them,  and  a  reluctance  felt  in  disturbing  their  reports,  unless  man- 
ifestly irregular,  or  wanting  in  equitable  distribution.  The  early 
English  adjudicated  cases  furnish  but  little  information,  except 
on  general  principles,  in  regard  to  a  case  like  the  present ;  though 
the  power  of  the  courts  to  mterfere  and  set  aside  reports  of  the 
commissioners  is  distinctly  maintained.  This  power,  as  has 
been  observed,  was  exercised  with  much  caution,  and  where  appa- 
rent injustice  had  been  done,  whether  arising  from  mistake  or 
design. 

In  the  case  of  Manners  v.  Charlesworth,(l)  the  power  is  dis- 
tinctly recognized,  though  the  Court  thought  that  sufficient  grounds 
did  not  exist,  in  that  case,  to  require  a  further  enquiry. 

In  the  case  of  the  Canal  Bank  of  Albany  v.  The  Mayor,  &c., 
of  Albany,(2)  which  was  a  case  of  assessment  of  damages  in 
proceedings  under  the  act  relative  to  streets  in  the  city  of  Albany, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York  held,  "  that  the  persons  making 
the  inquisition  partake  more  of  the  character  of  commissioners 
than  of  a  common  law  jury,  and  their  affidavit,  showing  the 
grounds  of  their  inquisition,  will  be  received  to  impeach  or  invali- 
date it;  the  rule  of  law,  that  the  affidavits  of  jurors  will  not  be 
received  to  impeach  their  verdict,  being  held  inapplicable  to  pro- 
ceedings of  this  kind." 

From  this  authority,  it  will  be  perceived,  that  no  doubt  remained 
with  the  Court  expressing  this  opinion,  that  a  report  of  commis- 
sioners could  be  impeached,  because  it  assimilates  the  proceedings  of 
the  jury  to  that  of  commissioners,  which  could  be  thus  reex- 
amined. 

No  doubt,  however,  of  the  power  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  disap- 
prove of  the  report  of  commissioners  can  exist ;  because  the  14th 
section  of  the  act  relative  to  the  partition  of  real  estate(3)  has 
declared,  that,  until  the  report  is  approved  by  the  Court,  it  shall  not 
be  conclusive  on  the  parties  concerned. 

The  requisition  of  this  approval  being  necessary  to  the  confir- 
mation of  the  report,  it  follows,  that  the  Court  has  a  superintending 
power  over  the  proceedings,  and  a  legal  dfscretion  to  approve  or 
disapprove  of  it. 

On  the  second  point,  the  power  being  established  to  review  the 

(1)  8  Cond.  Eug.  Ch.  R.,  376.  (2)  9  Wend.,  244. 

(3)  R.  L.  239  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  255. 
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acts  of  the  commissioners,  we  cannot  doubt  that  a  case  of  ine- 
quality of  value,  as  well  as  that  of  quantity,  would  call  for  the 
exercise  of  the  power  to  set  aside  a  report. 

The  object  of  the  partition  is  not  merely  that  an  equal  division 
of  quantity  of  land  shall  be  made,  but  of  value  also.  The  object 
is  to  do  justice  to  all;  and,  although  the  quantity  might  be  less  in 
the  part  allotted  to  one,  yet,  if  it  was  equal  in  value  to  that  set 
apart  for  the  oiher,  it  would  be  an  equal  division,  according  to  the 
spirit  and  intent  of  the  law. 

In  the  case  of  Manners  v.  Charles  worth,  already  quoted,  the 
Chancellor  remarked,  "  When  the  shares  of  the  parties  are  to 
be  equal,  as  here,  and  even  where  they  are  not,  by  means  of  a  little 
additional  arrangement,  I  suggested  during  the  argument  that  an 
obvious  course  to  take  for  securing  equality  was  for  one  party  to 
divide,  and  the  other  to  choose,  subject  to  the  superintendence  of 
the  commissioners,  which  would  still  be  necessary,  in  order  to  pre- 
vent error  from  want  of  skill,  and  also  fraud  and  collusion,  where 
there  were  more  than  two  parties.  Something  of  the  same  sug- 
gestion, I  find,  had  occurred  to  Lord  Redesdale,  as  may  be  seen  in 
the  answer  which  he  gave  to  the  seventh  query  of  the  second 
opinion." 

The  idea  of  division  by  one,  and  choice  by  the  other,  under 
the  superintendence  of  the  commissioners,  if  it  could  have  been 
adopted  in  the  present  case,  would  probably  have  been  satisfactory 
to  all;  but  whether  that  would  have  been  conformable  to  the  duty 
of  the  commissioners,  we  express  no  opinion. 

We  have  no  doubt,  that  any  fact  which  shows  an  unequal  divis- 
ion of  the  land,  whether  of  quantity  or  value,  may  be  shown  by 
depositions,  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  the  report  of  the  com- 
missioners. It  may,  however,  be  objected  in  this  case,  that,  inas- 
much as  there  appears  contrariety  of  evidence  as  to  the  inequality 
of  value,  no  certain  data  is  afforded  by  which  to  determine  the 
extent  of  that  inequality,  if  it  does  in  point  of  fact  exist. 

f'rom  an  analysis  of  the  evidence  on  both  sides,  we  are  inclined 
to  the  opinion  that  gross  inequality  is  shown,  not  only  from  the 
testimony  adduced  on  the  part  of  Riggs,  the  qualified  testimony  of 
many  of  the  witnesses  on  the  other  side,  who  speak  of  equal 
value  for  farming  purposes,  but  the  undisputed  fact,  that  the  half 
awarded  to  Dickinson  and  others  lies  contiguous  to  and  adjoining 
the  town  of  Peoria,  while  the  part  awarded  to  Riggs  lies  remote 
therefrom.  Here  we  have,  in  addition  to  the  testimony  adduced 
for  Riggs,  the  concurring  fact  of  the  locality  and  value  of  the 
tract  awarded  to  Dickinson,  compared  with  that  set  apart  to  Riggs, 
lying  remote  from  the  town. 

We  consider  that  these  facts  greatly  outweigh  the  testimony 
brought  to  support  the  report ;  and  afford  good  grounds  for  direct- 
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ing  that  report  to  be  set  aside,  and  that  a  division  be  made  of  the 
premises  upon  the  principles  of  an  equality  of  value  and  of  quan- 
tity, with  reference  to  the  value  of  each  part,  as  nearly  as  prac- 
ticable. 

This  rule  to  make  partition  among  the  parties,  quality  and 
quantitv  relatively  considered,  is  the  uniform  one  adopted  in  New 
York.(l) 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded, 
with  instructions  to  cause  a  redivision  of  the  premises  agreeably 
to  the  principles  of  this  opinion. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(Ij  1  Caines,  121. 
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Peter  Lampsett,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  James  W.  Whit- 
ney, defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Madison. 

An  execution  may  be  issued  after  several  years  have  elapsed  from  the  issuing  of  previous 
executions,  where  the  lirst  execution  was  issued  within  a  year  and  a  day  from  the  ren- 
dition of  judgment. 

Lampsett  recovered  a  judgment  against  Whitney  in  the  Madi- 
son Circuit  Court,  at  the  September  term,  1823,  for  $60.35  and 
costs.  Upon  this  judgment  an  execution  issued  on  the  16th  of 
February,  1824,  which  was  returned  into  the  clerk's  office  April 
13th,  1824.  On  the  27th  of  August,  1825,  an  alias  execution 
was  issued  to  the  sheriff  of  Pike  county,  and  by  him  levied  on  a 
tract  of  land  in  that  county,  and  returned  into  the  clerk's  office 
with  an  endorsement  of  the  levy  on  the  writ,  and  that  the  land 
was  not  sold  for  want  of  bidders.  A  writ  of  venditioni  exponas 
issued  to  the  sheriff  of  Pike,  on  the  20th  of  March,  1826,  which 
was  returned  with  an  endorsement  that  he  had  exposed  the  land 
for  sale,  but  no  bidders  coud  be  found.  On  the  20th  of  August, 
1830,  a  2^^-uries  writ  of  Jieri  facias  was  issued  to  the  sheriff  of 
Madison  county,  and  the  money  made  by  the  sale  of  certain  land 
and  town  lots  of  the  defendant  in  execution  in  that  county. 

At  the  October  term,  1830,  of  the  Court  below,  the  Hon.  T. 
"W.  Smith  presiding,  the  defendant,  the  present  plaintiff  in  error, 
moved  the  Court  to  quash  the  writ  of  Jieri  facias ^  under  which 
the  land  and  lots  were  sold.  The  motion  was  allowed,  the  writ 
quashed,  and  the  subsequent  proceedings  thereon  set  aside.  The 
cause  was  brought  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error. 
Vol.  IL  56 


442  DECEMBER  TERM,  1840. 

Crofts  V.  The  People. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 

The  point  made  in  this  case  is,  whether  an  execution  issued 
after  several  years  had  elapsed  from  the  issuing  of  previous  execu- 
tions, founded  on  an  execution  which  had  originally  issued  before 
a  year  and  a  day  had  expired,  was  void  or  voidable  because  of  a 
want  of  a  continuance  from  term  to  term.  It  is  undoubtedly  the 
English  practice,  and  that  of  some  of  the  States,  to  enter  continu- 
ances on  the  judgment  roll  from  term  to  term,  but  no  such  prac- 
tice has  prevailed  with  us. 

As  the  original  execution  was  issued  within  a  year  and  a  day, 
although  more  than  a  year  may  have  elapsed  between  the  period 
of  the  issuing  and  return  of  the  other  executions,  still  we  are 
inclined  to  the  opinion  that  there  was  no  error  in  the  course 
adopted,  and  that  the  executions  so  issued  were  neither  void  nor 
voidable.  Let  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court,  in  quashing  the 
execution  last  issued,  and  the  order  setting  aside  all  subsequent 
proceedings,  be  reversed.(a) 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.  See  Bryan  et  al.  v.  Smitli  et  al.,  Ante,  47. 

[a]  Same  v.  Same,  3  Scam.  R.,  170 :  Scammon  v.  Swartwout,  35  111.  R.,  327. 


Chaeles  Ceofts,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  The  People  of 
THE  State  of  Illhstois,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  McHenry. 

An  indictment  which  charged  that  Charles  Crofts,  "  a  certain  falsely  made,  forged,  and 
counterfeited  check,  for  the  payment  of  money,  called  a  Canal  Clieck,  feloniously  did 
utter,  puhlish  and  pass," — which  check  was  set  out  in  the  indictment  in  hcec  verba,  and 
was  for  $100,  drawn  on  the  Branch  Bank  in  Chicago,  payable  ninety  days  after  date, 
to  the  order  of  the  Treasurer  of  the  Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal,  signed  by  the  Presi- 
dent, and  countersigned  by  the  Acting  Commissioner,  and  endorsed  in  blank  by  the 
Treasurer, — "  with  intent  to  defraud  the  Board  of  Canal  Commissioners  of  the  Illinois 
and  Michigan  Canal,  he,  the  said  Charles  Crofts,  then  and  there  well  knowing  the 
said  check  to  be  forged  and  counterfeited,"  &c.,  was  held  to  be  sufficient. 

The  Canal  Commissioners  had  full  power  to  issue  checks  payable  ninety  days  after  date, 
and  the  counterfeiting  of  such  checks  is  forgery  under  §  73  of  the  Criminal  Code. 

Equally  so,  under  §  77  of  the  same  Code,  is  the  passing  of  such  checks,  knowing  them  to 
be  false  and  counterfeited,  with  intent  to  defraud. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  was  indicted  at  the  August  term,  1839,  of 
the  Cook  Circuit  Court,  for  forgery.  He  pleaded  not  guilty.  A 
change  of  venue  was  taken  to  McHenry  county,  and  at  the  April 
term,  1840,  of  the  McHenry  Circuit  Court,  the  Hon.  John  Pearson 
presiding,  the  defendant  was  convicted,  and  sentenced  to  the  peni- 
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tentiary  for  one  year.  A  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  was  made 
by  the  defendant,  and  overruled  by  the  Court. 

The  indictment  charges  that  the  plaintiff  in  error,  on  the 
"  twelfth  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  thirty-nine,  in  the  county  aforesaid  [Cook], 
a  certain  falsely  made,  forged  and  counterfeited  check,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money,  commonly  called  a  Canal  Check,  feloniously  did 
utter,  publish  and  pass,"  which  instrument  is  set  forth  in  the  indict- 
ment in  hoec  verba,  directing  the  "  Branch  of  the  State  Bank  of 
Illinois,  at  Chicago,  ninety  days  after  date,  to  pay  to  the  order  ot 
John  A.  McCIernand,  Treasurer  of  the  Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal, 
one  hundred  dollars,  and  charge  the  same  to  the  Canal  Fund;" 
dated  Lockport,  May  1st,  1839,  and  signed  W.  F.  Thornton, 
President,  and  countersigned  Jacob  Fry,  Acting  Commissioner, 
and  endorsed  in  blank,  John  A.  McCIernand.  Three  checks  01 
the  same  tenor  are  included  in  each  count  in  the  indictment.  The 
first  count  concludes,  after  setting  forth  the  description,  as  follows : 
"  with  intent  to  defraud  the  Board  of  Canal  Commissioners  of  the 
Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal,  he  the  said  Charles  Crofts,  then  and 
there,  well  knowing  the  said  several  checks  to  be  forged  and  coun- 
terfeited, contrary,"  &c. 

The  other  count  describes  the  offense  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
first,  excepting  as  to  the  intent  to  defraud. 

G.  Spring  and  G.  Goodrich,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  con- 
tended, that  the  Commissioners  had  no  authority  to  draw  the  instru- 
ment named  in  the  indictment.  They  had  authority  to  draw  checks 
on  the  Bank  where  the  Canal  Fund  should  be  deposited.  Acts  of 
1839,  179. 

A  check  is  a  written  order,  or  request,  addressed  to  the  person 
carrying  on  the  business  of  banks,  and  drawn  upon  them  by  a  party 
having  money  in  their  hands,  requesting  them  to  pay,  on  present- 
ment, to  a  person  therein  named,  or  to  bearer,  a  named  sum  of 
money.  Chitty  on  Bills,  322. 

If  the  Commissioners  had  no  authority  to  draw  instruments  like 
those  described  in  the  indictment,  the  instrument,  if  genuine,  would 
be  null  and  void,  and  not  the  subject-matter  of  forgery.  An  instru- 
ment, void  on  its  face,  is  not  the  subject-matter  of  forgery.  Ros- 
coe's  Crira.  Ev.,  390;  People  v.  Shall,  9  Cow.,  778. 

The  indictment  is  bad  for  not  describing  the  offense  within  the 
language  of  the  statute.  It  should  have  charged  the  plaintiff 
with  uttering  the  checks  as  true  and  genuine.  R  L,,  186 ;  Gale's 
Stat.,  211. 

It  is  generally  necessary  not  only  to  set  forth  on  the  record  all 
the  circumstances  which  make  up  the  statutory  definition  of  the 
offense,  but  also  to  preserve  the  precise  and  technical  language 
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in  which  they  are  expressed.   Chit.  Crim.  Law,  280,  •  281,  282, 
283. 

A.  HuiSTTiNGTON,  State's  Attorney,  for  the  defendants  in  error, 
relied  on  Russell  on  Crimes,  317;  §  73  of  Crim.  Code. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

Exceptions  are  taken  to  the  authority  of  the  Canal  Commission- 
ers to  issue  checks  of  the  character  described  in  the  indictment, 
which  are  charged  to  have  been  counterfeited  and  passed  by  the 
accused. 

We  have  not  the  least  doubt  that  the  Commissioners  had  full 
power  and  legal  authority  to  draw  drafts  of  the  character  described 
in  the  indictment;  and  that  the  counterfeiting  of  such  drafts  or 
checks  is  the  commission  of  the  crime  of  forgery,  contemplated  in 
the  73d  section  of  the  Criminal  Code. 

Equally  so,  is  the  passing  of  counterfeited  checks  or  drafts  of  the 
Commissioners,  of  the  character  described,  with  an  intent  to  defraud 
any  person,  or  body  politic  or  corporate,  knowing  the  same  to  be 
false  or  counterfeited,  embraced  in  the  77th  section  of  the  same 
code. 

The  checks  described  in  both  counts  of  the  indictment  are,  it  is 
well  understood,  securities  for  the  payment  of  money,  in  the  accus- 
tomed form,  and  they  are  averred  to  have  been  counterfeited ;  and 
the  accused,  well  knowing  that  fact,  did  utter  and  pass  the  same 
with  the  intent  to  defraud  the  Board  of  Canal  Commissioners,  and 
the  people  of  the  State  of  Illinois. 

The  indictment,  though  concise,  is  free  from  exception,  and  no 
reasons  are  perceived  why  the  judgment  should  have  been  arrested. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Aaron  Tyler,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Richard  M.  Youisro, 
GuRDOisr  S.  Hubbard,  Samuel  D.  Lockwood,  Thomas 
Mather,  and  Orville  H.  BROWisfiNG,  defendants  in 
error. 

M'ror  to  Sangamon, 

A  plea  to  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  payable  twelve  months  after  date,  by  an 
assignee,  that  the  note  was  assigned  after  it  became  due,  and  that  the  consideration  of 
the  note  was  a  bond  of  the  same  date  as  the  note,  executed  by  the  payee  of  the  note, 
to  the  makers,  conditioned  to  convey  certain  lands  described  in  the  plea,  by  deed,  in  fee 
simple,  with  general  and  special  warranty,  within  four  months  from  the  date  of  the 
note,  and  that  the  payee  of  the  note  did  not,  within  that  time,  convey  the  said  lands, 
according  to  his  covenant,  and,  therefore,  the  consideration  of  the  note  had  failed,  is  a 
bar  to  such  action. («) 

So,  likewise,  is  a  plea  setting  forth  the  same  facts,  except  the  failure  to  convey, 

(a)  Conway  v.  Case,  22  111.  E.,  127 ;  Washington  v.  Ogden,  1  Black.  U.  S.  R.,  450. 
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and  averring  that  the  payee  of  the  note,  neither  at  the  date  of  the  note,  nor  within  said 

four  months,  had  any  legal  title  whatever  to  the  lands. 
So,  likewise,  is  a  plea  setting  forth  the  same  facts  as  the  first  plea,  except  that  it  alleged 

that  the  payee  had  not  conveyed  the  premises,  and  it  was  out  of  his  power  to  convey 

the  same  according  to  his  covenant,  because  of  certain  judgments  against  him,  which 

were  liens  on  the  premises. (a) 
The   time   fixed  for  the   performance   of  a  contract  is,  at  law,  deemed  of  the  essence 

of  the  contract ;  and  if  the  seller  is  not  able  and  ready  to  perform   his  part  of  the 

agreement  on  that  day,  the  purchaser  may  elect  to  consider  the  contract  at  an  end^ 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  in  the  Morgan  Circuit 
Court,  and  taken  bj  change  of  venue,  by  consent,  to  Sangamon 
county.  The  plaintiff  declared  on  a  promissory  note,  payable  in 
twelve  months  from  date,  and  dated  Jan.  26th,  1837,  made  by 
defendants  to  Charles  C.  Perry,  and  by  him  endorsed  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  declaration  also  contained  the  common  money 
counts.  The  defendants  pleaded  non-assumpsit,  and  three  special 
pleas  in  bar.  The  cause  was  tried  in  the  Court  below,  before  the 
Hon.  Samuel  H.  Treat,  at  the  November  term,  1839.  The  plaint- 
iff brought  the  cause  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error. 

M.  McCoNNEL,  J.  A.  McDouGALL  and  S.  A.  Douglass,  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  relied  upon  the  following  points  and  authorities : 

The  bond  and  covenants  to  convey,  and  not  the  conveyance  of 
the  premises  by  Perry,  was  the  consideration  of  the  note,  and 
therefore,  though  the  land  be  not  conveyed,  the  bond  and  cove- 
nants remaining  valid,  the  consideration  has  not  failed.  Such  is  the 
law  with  regard  to  all  mutual  and  independent  obligations.  Saun- 
ders V.  Beal's  Adm.,  4  Bibb,  342 ;  Pyke  v.  Thomas,  4  Bibb,  486 ; 
Eeed's  Exec.  v.  Harrison,  2  Bibb,  446 ;  McCampbell  v.  Miller,  1 
Bibb,  453 ;  Mason  v.  Chambers,  4  Littell,  253 ;  1  Sugden's  Ven- 
dors, 180. 

If  the  note  was,  in  hwc  verba,  incorporated  into  an  instrument, 
containing  covenants  similar  to  the  bond  set  out  in  the  pleadings, 
there  being  a  part  payment  before  the  time  fixed  to  convey,  the 
covenants  would  be  independent,  and  non-performance  of  one  could 
not  bar  an  action  on  another.  Terry  v.  Duntzer,  2  H.  Blackstone, 
389 ;  Thorpe  v.  Thorpe,  2  Modern,  461 ;  Mason  v.  Chambers,  4 
Littell,  253  ;  Seers  v.  Fowler,  2  Johns.,  272  ;  Havens  v.  Bush,  2 
Johns.,  387 ;  Craddock  v.  Aldrich,  2  Bibb,  15. 

Also,  if  the  note  and  bond  were  one  instrument,  the  covenants 
to  convey  the  lands,  and  the  covenants  to  pay  the  money,  both 
being  on  days  certain,  would  be  construed  to  be  separate  and  inde- 
pendent covenants,  and,  for  a  breach  of  either,  an  action  would 
immediately  lie.  Mason  v.  Chambers,  4  Littell,  253 ;  Tuttle  v. 
Tompkins,  2  Wend.,  407. 

if  the  defense  contained  in  the  pleas  could  be  set  up  at  all,  the 
defendants  must  have  placed  the  plaintiff  in  default,  by  endeavoring 

(a)  Owings  V.  Thompson,  3  Scam.  R.,  509,  and  note  ;  Gregory  v.  Scott,  4  Scam.  E.,  392; 
Duncan  v.  Charles,  4  Scam.  R.,.'JG1 ;  Condrey  ■;;.  West,  IIIILR.,  146  ;  Furnessri.  Williams, 
11  111.  R.,  229 ;  Edwards  v.  Pyle,  23  111.  Ii.,'354 ;  Deal  v.  Dodge,  26  111.  R.,  458 ;  Willetts 
i; .  Burgess,  34  111.  R.,  499. 
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to  obtain  a  deed.  So  in  an  action  of  covenant  for  a  breach  of  a 
covenant  to  convey  land,  plaintiff  must  allege  and  prove  demand 
of  conveyance,  give  reasonable  time  to  prepare  it,  and  then  make 
a  renewed  demand.  Fuller  v.  Hubbard,  6  Cowen,  1 ;  Hackett  v. 
Mason,  3  Wend.,  249;  Connelly  v.  Pierce,  7  Wend.,  129;  Blood 
V.  Goodrich,  9  Wend.,  79. 

C.  Walker  and  S.  T.  Logan,  for  the  defendants  in  error,  cited 
14  East,  486 ;  4  Bibb,  446 ;  1  Sugden's  Vendors,  175,  181 ;  5 
Pick.,  395;  11  Johns.,  50-54;  2  Bibb,  551 ;  1  Saunders,  481,  top 
paging;  Littell's  Cas.,  150;  1  Peters,  465-467  :  2  Burr.,  1011; 
20  Johns.,  134;  4  Eng.  Com.  Law,  176 ;  14  Pick.,  293  ;  5  East, 
449;  7  Term  R. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  :(1) 

This  was  an  action  on  a  promissory  note  assigned  to  the  plaint- 
iff after  it  became  due  and  payable. 

The  defendants  pleaded  three  special  pleas  of  failure  of  consid- 
eration, to  which  there  was  a  general  demurrer  and  joinder. 

The  Circuit  Court  decided  the  first  and  second  pleas  bad  ;  but 
that  the  third  was  sufficient,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  defendants. 

By  consent  of  parties  it  is  agreed  that  all  pleas  shall  be  consid- 
ered as  before  the  Court,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  their  suf- 
ficiency ;  and  if  any  one  of  them  shall  be  considered  good,  the 
judgment  below  is  to  stand. 

To  determine  the  sufficiency  of  all  the  pleas,  it  will  be  necessary 
to  state  the  grounds  of  failure  of  the  consideration  stated  in  each 
plea. 

The  first  avers,  that  the  note  declared  on  assigned  after  it  became 
due,  and  that  it  was  given  as  part  of  the  consideration  for  the  exe- 
cution of  a  bond  of  the  same  date  as  the  promissory  note  executed 
to  the  defendants,  by  Perry,  the  assignor,  in  a  large  penalty,  to 
convey  certain  lands,  described  in  the  plea  to  the  defendants,  by 
metes  and  bounds,  by  deed,  in  fee  simple,  with  clauses  of  gen- 
eral and  special  warranty,  within  four  months  after  the  date  of  the 
same  bond ;  and  that  Perry  did  not,  within  that  time,  convey  the 
said  lands,  as  covenanted  in  the  said  bond,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
consideration  of  the  note  had  failed. (a) 

The  second  plea  recites  the  same  causes,  except  the  omission  to 
convey,  but  avers  that  Perry  neither  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  the  promissory  note,  nor  within  four  months  from  the  date 
thereof,  had  any  legal  title  whatever  to  the  lands  mentioned  in  the 
condition  of  the  bond;  and  that,  therefore,  the  consideration  of 
the  note  had  failed. 

The  third  plea  is  the  same,  except  as  to  the  causes  of  failure  of 

(1)  Lockwood,  Justice,  being  one  of  the  parties,  did  not  sit  in  this  cause. 
\a)  Schuchman  v.  Knoebel,  27  111.  K.,  175;  Lull  v.  Stone,  37  111.  K.,  224. 


SPRINGFIELD.  447 


Tyler  v.  Young  et  al. 


\ 


the  consideration,  which  is  alleged  to  be  certain  outstanding  judg- 
ments against  Perry,  to  a  large  amount,  rendered  in  the  county  of 
Morgan,  which  remain  unreversed  and  unsatisfied,  and  are  liens 
on  the  lands  covenanted  to  be  conveyed. 

On  these  pleas,  we  are  led  to  enquire,  whether  the  facts  stated 
in  each  would  be  a  bar  to  the  action.  By  the  third  section  of  the 
"4c<  relative  to  Promissory  Notes,  Sonds,  Due  Sills,  and  other 
instruments  in  writing,  and  making  them  assignable,'''' (V)  it  is  expressly 
provided,  that,  if  the  note  be  endorsed  after  the  day  it  becomes 
payable,  the  maker  shall  be  allowed  to  set  up  the  same  defense 
to  a  suit  by  the  assignee  that  he  might  have  done  to  an  action  in 
the  name  of  the  original  payee.  Hence  it  will  be  perceived, 
that  if  the  defense  disclosed  in  the  first  plea  would  be  good 
against  the  assignor  or  payee  of  the  note,  it  is  equally  so  against 
the  assignee. 

As  to  the  first  plea,  we  cannot  doubt  that  the  facts  disclosed  by 
the  plea  would  be  a  bar  to  the  action.  For  what  purpose  did  the 
defendants  deliver  their  note,  and  promise  thereby  to  pay  the  sum 
of  money  stipulated  ?  Was  it  not  for  the  conveyance  of  the  land 
with  a  good  title  ?  The  moving  consideration  was  the  acquirement 
of  the  estate,  and  this  they  were  to  possess  by  the  covenants  of 
the  plaintiff's  assignor,  before  they  were  bound  to  pay  the  money. 
The  inducement  and  moving  cause  is  the  possession,  by  legal  title, 
of  the  estate,  and  if  that  is  not  conveyed,  or  fails  to  pass,  the  promise 
is  a  mere  naked  one,  without  a  consideration.(2) 

On  the  second  and  third  pleas,  there  is,  if  possible,  less  grounds 
for  controversy.  If  the  assignor.  Perry,  had  no  legal  title  to  the' 
lands  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  note,  nor  at  the  time  he 
covenanted  to  convey  the  lands,  surely  this  legal  inability  is  a 
sufficient  defense.  Upon  principles  of  natural  justice,  it  could  not 
be  required,  that  the  defendants  should  pay  for  lands  which  could 
never  be  conveyed  to  them  by  the  party  contracting  to  convey.  And 
the  embarrassments  arising  from  judgments  against  the  assignor, 
Perry,  rendering  him  utterly  unable  to  make  a  good  title,  free 
from  incumbrance,  is  an  insuperable  objection,  to  which  no 
answer  can  be  given.  Both  these  pleas  are,  then,  a  bar  to  the 
action. 

The  principles  here  laid  down  will  be  found  to  be  sustained  by 
decisions  in  the  case  of  Rice  v.  Goddard,(3)  and  Dickinson  v. 
Hall, (4)  Frisby  v.  Hoffnayle,(5)  Hunt  v.  Livermore,(6)  and  numer- 
ous other  cases  referred  to  in  those  decisions. 

In  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Hayner,(7)  the  Suprem.e 
Court  of  the  United  States  held,  that  in  contracts  for  the  sale  of 

(1)  R.  L.,  483  ;  Gale's  Stat..  526.  (5)  11  Johns.,  50. 

(2)  5  Pick.,  395  ■  (6)  5  Pick.,  395. 

(3)  14  Pick.,  293.  (7)  1  Peters,  455. 

(4)  14  Pick.,  217. 
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lands,  by  whicli  one  agrees  to  purchase,  and  tbe  other  to  convey, 
the  undertakings  of  the  respective  parties  are  always  dependent, 
unless  a  contrary  intimation  clearly  appears  ;  that  an  averment  of 
performance  is  always  made  in  the  declaration  upon  contracts 
containing  dependent  undertakings ;  and  that  the  averment  must 
be  supported  by  proof;  and  that  it  is  to  be  laid  down  as  a  rule  at 
law,  to  entitle  the  vendor  to  recover  the  purchase-money,  he  must 
aver,  in  his  declaration,  performance  of  the  contract  on  his  part, 
or  an  offer  to  perform  at  the  day  specified  for  the  performance ;  and 
this  averment  must  be  supported  by  proof,  unless  the  tender  has 
been  waived  by  the  purchaser. 

The  time  fixed  for  the  performance  of  a  contract  is,  at  law, 
deemed  the  essence  of  the  contract ;  and  if  the  seller  is  not  ready 
and  able  to  perform  his  part  of  the  agreement,  on  that  day,  the 
purchaser  may  elect  to  consider  the  contract  at  an  end. 

Thus  the  principles  avowed  in  this  case  sustain  the  position 
assumed  in  the  pleas ;  and  fully  illustrate  the  necessity  of  an  ability, 
in  the  vendor,  to  complete  his  contract  on  the  day  named  for  its 
performance,  and  an  offer  by  him  to  complete  it,  by  a  tender  of  a 
deed.     The  judgment  is  aflirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Eli  Gleasoist,  Joseph  Gleason,  and  Chauncey  Hitchcock, 
appellants,  v.  George  W.  Edmunds,  appellee. 

Apjyeal  from,  La  Salle, 

in  order  to  sustain  an  action  for  trespass,  the  "  Act  to  define  the  extent  of  Possession,  in 
Cases  of  Settlement  on  Goveriiment  Lands,"  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  premises 
should  be  enclosed  by  a  fence  ;  nor  is  it  necessary  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  settled 
on  the  same  tract  of  land  upon  which  the  trespass  was  committed,  or  one  immediately 
adjoining^  it. 

A  plea  of  justification  for  several  defendants,  in  an  action  of  trespass,  must  be  sustained 
as  to  the  whole  or  none  ;  under  it  a  part  cannot  be  acquitted,  and  a  part  convicted,  (a) 

In  an  action  for  trespass  on  government  lands,  under  the  "  Act  to  define  the  extent  of  pos- 
session, in  Cases  of  Settlement  on  GovernTnent  Lands.''  the  Court  permitted  the 
following  questions  to  be  asked  a  witness,  though  objected  to  by  the  defendants,  to 
wit-: 

1.  What  is  the  custom  of  the  neighborhood  in  relation  to  holding  claims? 

2.  If  two  pieces  of  land  be  claimed,  one  on  the  prairie  and  one  in  the  timber,  not  exceed- 
ing 320  acres  in  all,  what  is  the  custom  in  your  neighborhood  in  relation  to  it  ? 

3.  How  is  land  so  claimed  in  your  neighborhood  counted,  as  one  or  two  claims  ?  Held, 
that  there  was  no  error. 

lu  the  same  case,  tlie  Court  instructed  the  jury,  that  the  question  of  settlement  was 
one  of  fact,  applied  to  the  act,  to  be  ascertained  by  the  neighborhood  of  country  in 

(a)  Owens  v.  Derby,  Ante,  26,  and  note. 
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which  the  trespass  was  committed,  and  if  the  jury  believed,  from  the  evidence, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  settled  on  the  unsurveyed  public  lands,  accordin.sr  to  the 
spirit  and  intendment  of  the  act  referred  to,  aud  such  claim  did  not  exceed  320  acres, 
and  was  ascertained  by  landmarks  so  plainly  made  that  the  same  might  be  designated 
from  other  lands  contiguous  thereto,  in  the  same  neighborhood  of  country,  that  they 
might  find  for  the  plaintiff,  if  they  also  believed,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  defendant 
had  committed  trespasses  on  the  plaintiff's  claim. 

The  Court  further  said,  that  if  the  Jury  believed,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  a  man  without  a  family,  yet,  if  they  believed  he  had  made  all  the  laudmarKs  men- 
tioned in  the  statute,  and  was,  by  the  witnesses  of  the  neighborhood,  considered,  after 
such  marks,  a  settler,  that  then  they  also  might  thus  find,  as  that  was  a  question  of 
fact  for  the  jury  to  determine,  from  tfie  evidence,  and  not  for  the  Court. 

The  Court  also  instructed  the  jury,  that  if  they  believed,  from  the  evidence,  that  this 
claim,  not  exceeding  320  acres,  was  separate,  the  prairie  disconnected  from  the  timber  ; 
and  that  if  they  believed  it  was  one  claim,  from  the  witnesses  from  tbe  same  neighbor- 
hood of  country  where  the  claim  was  made,  that  then  they  might  find  that  fact.if  the 
trespasses  were  committed  on  one  of  the  pieces,  so  recognized  by  the  neighborhood,  as 
the  plaintiffs  claim. 

The  Court  also  instructed  the  jury,  that  if  they  should  helieve,  from  the  evidence,  that 
one  of  the  defendants  bad,  prior  to  the  settlement  on  the  claim  spoken  of,  erected  a 
brush  fence,  and  he,  at  tbe  time  of  the  supposed  trespasses,  resided  not  on  this,  but  on 
his  own  land,  bought  of  governmeut;  and  this  fence  was  broken  down,  or  in  part 
taken  away,  so  as  not  to  make  it  an  enclosure  as  contemplated  by  law,  that  his  former 
act  of  making  the  fence  was  no  justification  to  the  trespass,  unless  he  resided  on  the 
land,  or  claimed  it  according  to  the  meaning  of  the  statute  in  question.  Held:  that 
the  instructions  were  not  erroneous. 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit^  brought  by 
Edmunds  against  the  appellants  in  the  La  Salle  Circuit  Court, 
The  cause  was  submitted  to  a  jury  at  the  September  term,  1838, 
the  Hon.  John  Pearson  presiding,  upon  the  plea  of  not  guilty.  A 
verdict  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for  $24.  A  motion  was 
made  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  overruled.  Judgment,  was  ren- 
dered upon  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  The  defendants  appealed  to 
this  Court. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  discloses  the  following  facts : 
"Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  trial  of  this  cause  by  a  jury, 
plaintiff  called  a  witness,  Mr.  Piatt,  and  asked  him,  among  other 
questions,  'What  acts  of  improvement  or  cultivation  has  the 
plaintiff  done  on  the  public  unsurveyed  lands  in  this  county  ?' 
objected  to  by  defendants,  admitted  by  the  Court.  Plaintiff  next 
asked  same  witness,  '  What  is  the  custom  of  the  neighborhood  in 
relation  to  holding  claims  V  objected  to  by  defendant,  and  admitted 
by  the  Court.  The  plaintiff  then  asked  witness,  'If  iwo  pieces 
of  land  be  claimed,  one  on  the  prairie,  and  one  in  the  timber,  not 
exceeding  820  acres  in  all,  what  is  the  custom  in  your  neighbor- 
hood in  relation  to  it?'  objected  to,  and  overruled.  Next  ques- 
tion, '  How  is  land  so  claimed  in  your  neighborhood  counted,  one 
or  two  claims?'  objected  to,  but  overruled  and  asked.  The 
defendant's  counsel  asked,  among  other  instructions,  the  Court  to 
instruct  the  jury,  'That  unless  the  jury  shall  believe,  from  the  evi- 
dence, that  the  said  plaintiff',  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the 

Vol  IL  57 


450  DECEMBER  TERM,  1840. 

Gleason  et  al.  v.  Edmunds. 

said  supposed  trespasses,  had  the  premises  enclosed  by  a  fence, 
the  law  is  for  the  defendants.'  The  Court  refused  to  give  the 
instruction.  Secondly,  Defendants  asked  the  Court  to  instruct 
the  jury,  that  the  jury  must  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that 
the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  trespasses,  was 
settled  upon  the  same  government  lands  in  said  declaration  men- 
tioned, and  not  on  a  separate  and  distinct  tract  of  land  than  the 
one  on  which  said  supposed  trespasses  were  committed,  in  order 
to  enable  the.  plaintiff  to  recover  under  the  act  entitled  ^  An 
Act  to  define  the  extent  of  Possession  in  Gases  of  Settlement  on  the 
Puhlic  Lands^^  and  that  said  settlement,  under  said  act,  cannot 
extend  the  claim  to  separate  tracts  not  adjoining  the  one  settled 
upon.' 

"Thirdly,  'That  if  the  jury  shall  believe,  from  the  evidence, 
that  the  only  settlement  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  tract  of  land  on 
which  the  supposed  trespasses  are  alleged  to  have  been  committed, 
consists  of  the  marking  out  of  the  claim,  that  such  evidence  does 
not  in  law  constitute  a  settlement.'  The  above  instructions  in  the 
■words  of  them  were  refused ;  but  the  Court  then  instructed  the 
jury,  that  the  question  of  settlement  was  one  of  fact  applied  to 
the  act,  to  be  ascertained  by  the  neighborhood  of  country  in  which 
the  trespass  was  committed;  and  if  the  jury  believed,  from  the 
evidence,  that  the  plaintiff  has  settled  on  the  unsurveyed  public 
lands,  according  to  the  spirit  and  intendment  of  the  act  referred 
to,  and  such  claim  did  not  exceed  320  acres,  and  was  ascertained 
by  land  marks,  so  plainly  made  that  the  same  might  be  designated 
from  other  lands  contiguous  thereto,  in  the  same  neighborhood  of 
country,  that  they  might  find  for  the  plaintiff,  if  they  also  believed, 
from  the  evidence,  that  the  defendant  bad  committed  trespasses  on 
the  plaintiff's  claim.  The  Court  further  said,  that  if  the  jury 
believed,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  man  without 
a  family,  yet,  if  they  believed  he  had  made  all  the  land  marks 
mentioned  in  the  statute,  and  was,  by  the  witnesses  of  the  neighbor- 
hood, considered,  after  such  marks,  a  settler,  that  then  they  also 
might  thus  find,  as  that  was  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  to 
determine,  from  the  evidence,  and  not  for  the  Court.  The  Court 
also  instructed  the  jury,  that  if  they  believed,  from  the  evidence, 
that  this  claim,  not  exceeding  320  acres,  was  separate,  the  prairie 
disconnected  from  the  timber,  and  that  they  believed  it  was  one 
claim,  from  the  witnesses  from  the  same  neighborhood  of  country 
where  the  claim  was  made,  that  then  they  might  find  the  fact,  that 
if  the  trespasses  were  committed  on  one  of  the  pieces  so  recog- 
nized by  the  neighborhood  as  the  plaintiff's  claim.  The  Court 
further  instructed  the  jury,  that  a  plea  of  justification  for  several 
defendants,  if  bad  in  part,  was  bad  for  the  whole  ;  and  that  if  they 
should  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  one  of  the  defendants  had 
prior  to  the  settlement,  on  the  claim  spoken  of,  erected  a  brush 
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fence,  and  lie,  at  the  time  of  tbe  supposed  trespasses,  resided  not 
on  this,  but  on  his  own  land  bought  of  government,  and  this  fence 
was  broken  down,  or  in  part  taken  away,  so  as  not  to  make  it  an 
enclosure,  as  contemplated  by  law,  that  his  former  acts  of  making 
the  fgnce  were  no  justification  to  the  trespass,  unless  he  resided 
on  the  land,  or  claimed  it  according  to  the  meaning  of  the  statute 
in  question ;  and  that,  although  one  of  the  defendants  might,  under 
certain  circumstances,  be  excused  if  he  had  rightly  pleaded,  but  if 
they  had  all  justified,  when  it  was  only  a  justification  to  part,  that 
the  law  was  for  the  plaintiff. 

"  To  the  giving  of  the  last  instructions,  and  refusing  the  ones 
^asked,  the  counsel  excepts,  and  prays  this  bill  of  exceptions  to  be 
signed  and  sealed  ;  which  is  done  in  open  Court. 

"JOHN  PEARSON,  [seal.]" 

The  errors  assigned  are  as  follows : 

"  The  Court's  permitting  the  following  questions  to  be  answered 
by  the  witness,  Mr.  Piatt,  to  wit :  '  What  is  the  custom  of  tbe 
neighborhood  in  relation  to  holding  claims  ?' 

"  '  If  two  pieces  of  land  be  claimed,  one  on  the  prairie  and  one 
in  the  timber,  not  exceeding  320  acres  in  all,  what  is  the  custom 
in  your  neighborhood  in  relation  to  it?' 

"  '  How  is  land  so  claimed  in  your  neighborhood  counted,  one 
or  two  claims  ?' 

"The  Court's  refusing  to  give  the  following  instruction  prayed 
for,  to  the  jury,  to  wit:  'That  unless  the  jury  shall  believe,  from 
the  evidence,  that  the  said  plaintiff  (below),  at  the  time  of  the 
committing  of  the  said  supposed  trespasses,  had  the  premises 
enclosed  by  a  fence,  that  then  the  law  is  for  the  defendants.'  The 
Court's  refusing  to  give  to  the  jury  the  second  and  third  instruc- 
tions  prayed  for,  contained  in  the  said  bill  of  exceptions. 

"  The  instructions  given  by  the  Court  to  the  jury  contained  in 
said  bill  of  exceptions." 

G.  Spring,  for  the  appellants. 

J.  D.  CatOjST,  for  the  appellee. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
The  errors  assigned  in  this  case  question  the  correctness  of  the 
decision  of  the  circuit  judge,  in  permitting  certain  questions,  stated 
in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  to  be  answered  by  the  witness  ;  and  in 
refusing  to  give  certain  instructions  prayed  for  by  the  counsel  of 
the  appellants  in  the  Court  below. 

The  peculiar  character  of  the  controversy  in  this  case  arises 
out  of  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  this  State,  relative  to  claims 
upon  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States,  situated  in  this  State, 
providing  for  the  definition  of  the  extent  of  settlements  on  the 
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public  lands,  and  declaring  that  in  cases  of  controversy,  "the 
possession  shall,  in  the  absence  of  paper  title,  be  considered,  on  the 
trial,  as  extending  to  the  number  of  acres  embraced  by  the  claim 
of  such  person,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  neighborhood  in 
which  such  lands  may  be  situated.  "(1) 

Applying  the  questions  propounded  to  the  witness,  under  the 
principles  of  the  law  recited,  no  error  is  perceived  in  permitting 
answers  to  be  given;  they  were  relevant  to  the  matter  in  contro- 
versy, and  regular  ;  nor  is  any  error  perceived  in  refusing  to  give 
the  instructions  asked.  The  matters  seem  to  have  been,  as  far  as 
we  can  judge  from  the  record,  fully  investigated,  and  we  feel  no 
disposition  to  disturb  them. 

The  judgment  is  afl&rmed. 

Judgme7it  affirmed. 

Note.    See  Webb  v.  Sturtevant,  and  note,  1  Scam.,  183. 
(1)  Acts  of  1837, 154;  Gale's  Stat.,  436,  437. 


David  Myees,  appellant,  v.  Samuel  Aikmaist,  appellee. 
Appeal  from  Edgar. 

In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  a  plea  that  the  consideration  of  the  note  was  the  sale 
of  certain  lauds  to  the  defendant,  to  which  the  plaintift'  represented  he  bad  a  good  and 
valid  title,  whereas  in  fact  he  had  no  title  to  the  premises,  is  a  bar  to  a  recovery. (a) 

This  was  an  action  of  deht  commenced  by  the  appellee  against 
the  appellant,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Edgar  county,  upon  two 
promissory  notes. 

The  declaration  was  in  the  usual  form.  The  defendant  pleaded 
three  special  pleas.  The  first  plea  alleged  that  the  notes  were 
given  in  consideration  of  the  sale  of  certain  tracts  of  land  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and  that  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  the 
plaintiff  fraudulently  and  deceitfully  represented  to  the  defendant, 
that  he  had  a  good  and  valid  title  to  the  land,  when  in  truth  and 
fact  he  had  no  title  whatever  to  the  land,  and  the  plaintiff  well 
knew  at  the  time  he  made  the  representations  aforesaid  that  they 
were  false,  and  that  he  had  no  title  to  said  land ;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  has  not  now,  nor  ever  has  had,  any  title  to  said  land. 

The  second  plea  alleged,  that  the  notes  were  given  m  consider- 
ation of  the  sale  of  the  lands  mentioned  in  the  first  plea,  and  that 
at  the  time  of  the  sale  the  plaintiff  represented  that  he  had  a  good 
and  valid  title,  of  record,  to  the  lands ;  yet  the  said  plaintiff  had  no 

(a)  Stookey  v.  Hughes,  18  111.  R.,  55. 
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good  and  valid  title  to  said  lands,  nor  has  he  now  a  good  and 
valid  title  to  said  lands. 

The  third  plea  alleged  that  one  of  the  said  notes  was  executed 
upon  the  following  consideration  :  "  The  said  plaintiff  falsely  and 
fraudulently  represented  himself  to  be  the  owner,  in  fee  simple, 
and  that  he  had  a  good  and  regular  title  of  record  to  the  lands 
mentioned  in  the  said  first  plea,  and  which  he  agreed  to  sell  to  said 
defendant,  and  falsely  and  fraudulently  assured  said  defendant,  &c. 

And  in  consideration  of  said  assurances,  and  believing  that  the 
plaintiff  owned  the  lands,  &c.,  the  defendant  executed  said  notes  to 
him;  and  that  at  that  time- the  plaintiff  falsely  represented  to  the 
defendant,  that  he  would  make  a  good  deed  to  him  then,  but  he 
had  not  his  title  papers  with  him ;  that  he  would  procure  them, 
and  make  and  execute  ^id  deed  for  said  lands,  and  deliver  to  him 
the  title  papers  thereof  within  ten  days  after  making  said  notes ; 
and  the  defendant  avers  that  at  the  time  of  the  agreement  to  sell 
said  lands  the  plaintiff  had  no  title  to  said  lands,  and  was  not  the 
owner  thereof;  and  had  no  title  of  record  to  the  same  whatever, 
nor  has  he  since  had  any  title  to  the  same ;  nor  has  he  made  or 
offered  to  make  a  conveyance  in  fee  simple  to  said  lands,  to  said 
defendant." 

The  plaintiff  demurred  to  these  pleas,  and  the  demurrer  was 
sustained  by  the  Court,  and  a  judgment  rendered  against  the 
defendant  for  the  amount  of  the  notes.  The  defendant  appealed 
to  this  Court. 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  March  term,  1840,  of  the  Court 
below,  before  the  Hon.  Justice  Harlan. 

S.  A.  Douglass,  for  the  appellant. 

J.  G.  Bowman,  for  the  appellee. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  case  falls  directly  within  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of 
Tyler  v.  Young  et  al,{l)  decided  at  the  present  term. 

The  demurrer  should  have  been  overruled.  The  plea  of  failure 
of  consideration  in  this,  that  the  party  had  no  title  to  the  land, 
•was  well  pleaded. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded,  with  leave 
to  proceed  in  the  cause  agreeably  to  the  principles  laid  down  in 
the  case  of  Tyler  v.  Young  et  al.,  referred  to. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(1)  Ante,  444, 
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Benjamin  Allen,  Benjamin  Bond,  and  Lewis  Allen, 
appellants,  v.  Wixliam  Downing,  appellee. 

Appeal  from  Bond. 

In  an  action  npon  a  promissory  note,  issue  was  taken  npon  the  allegations  in  the  defend- 
ants' plea  that  the  plaintiff  agreed  with  the  defendants,  that  the  note  was  not  to  be 
paid  until  satisfaction  should  be  entered  of  record  upon  a  certain  mortgage  mentioned 
in  the  plea,  and  that  one  Lemon  was  to  enter  satisfaction  upon  the  mortgage,  and  that 
the  note  was  executed  in  consideration  of  such  agreement.  A  motion  was  made  to 
continue  the  cause  on  account  of  the  absence  of  a  witness  by  whom  the  defendants 
expected  to  prove  their  defense,  founded  upon  an  affidavit  that  the  defense  could  not 
be  proved  so  fully  by  any  other  witness,  or  witnessed;  that  a  subpoena  was  issued  for 
the  witness  which  was  returned  '•  not  found,"  but  that  said  witness  would  have  been 
present  at  the  Court  had  it  not  been  that  his  son  was  lying  sick,  at  the  point  of  death, 
in  another  county,  where  the  witness  had  gone  ;  and  that  the  affiant  expected  to  obtain 
the  attendance  of  the  witness  at  the  next  term:  Held,  that  the  continuance  should 
have  been  granted. 

A  continuance  will  be  granted  where  a  material  witness  is  absent,  whose  attendance 
could  not  be  procured  by  subpoena,  where  the  cause  of  his  inability  to  attend  is  such 
that  an  attachment  for  contempt  of  Court  would  not  be  issued  against  him  for  failing  to 
obey  a  subpoena ;  and  in  such  case,  it  is  immaterial  whether  a  subpoena  has  been  issued 
or  not. 

This  was  an  action  of  debts  upon  a  promissory  note. 

Issue  was  joined  upon  the  allegations  in  the  defendants'  plea 
that  the  plaintiff  agreed  with  the  defendants  that  the  note  was  not 
to  be  paid  until  satisfaction  should  be  entered  of  record  upon  a 
certain  mortgage  mentioned  in  the  plea,  and  that  there  was  an 
understanding  and  agreement  that  the  plaintiff  should  cause  James 
Lemon  to  enter  satisfaction  upon  said  mortgage  ;  and  the  note  was 
given  in  consideration  of  such  agreement. 

At  the  March  term,  an  informal  verdict  was  rendered  by  the 
jury,  by  consent,  and  the  cause  continued.  At  the  September 
term,  1840,  the  Hon.  Sidney  Breese  presiding,  the  defendant, 
Benjamin  Allen,  filed  his  affidavit,  stating  that  "  Thomas  Stout,  of 
Bond  county,  Blinois,  is  a  material  witness  for  him  in  said  cause. 
That  he  expects  to  be  able  to  prove  by  said  witness  that  said 
plaintiff  agreed  with  the  said  defendants  that  they  should  not  be 
bound  to  pay  the  money  in  said  declaration  mentioned  until  the 
said  plaintiff  had  entered  satisfaction  on  the  record  of  a  certain 
mortgage  given  by  said  plaintiff  to  one  James  Lemon,  upon  the 
lands  for  which  the  note  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned  was 
given.  That  he  cannot  prove  the  above  facts  so  fully  by  any  other 
witness  or  witnesses,  and  cannot  safely  go  to  trial  wanting  his 
testimony.  That  he  caused  a  subpoena  to  be  issued  for  said  wit- 
ness to  appear  and  testify  in  behalf  of  defendants  at  this  term  of 
this  Court.  That  said  subpoena  has  been  returned  with  an  endorse- 
ment thereon    that    said   witness   could   not   be    found.      This 
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deponent  states  that  said  witness  would  have  been  here  had  it  not 
been  that  his  son  was  lying  sick,  at  the  point  of  death,  in  Fayette 
county,  Illinois,  whither  the  said  witness  had  gone  and  still 
remains ;"  and  that  he  expects  to  procure  his  attendance  at  the 
next  term  of  the  Court ;  and  the  application  is  not  made  for  delay, 
&;c.;  and  moved  the  Court  for  a  continuance  of  the  cause  to  the 
next  term  of  the  Court.  The  motion  was  overruled  and  the 
defendant  excepted  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  and  embodied  the 
facts  in  a  bill  of  exceptions,  which  was  signed  and  sealed  by  the 
Court.  The  cause  was  submitted  to  a  jury,  who  returned  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff  for  $1,060.  Judgment  was  rendered  thereon, 
and  the  defendants  appealed  to  this  Court. 

J.  Gillespie,  for  the  appellants. 

M.  G.  Dale,  J.  Shields  and  A.  P.  Field,  for  the  appellee. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  facts  disclosed  on  the  application  for 
a  continuance  of  the  cause,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  dis- 
closed by  the  application,  should  have  induced  the  Circuit  Court 
to  continue  the  cause. 

If  the  attendance  of  the  witness  could  not  have  been  procured 
on  account  of  the  illness  of  the  son  of  the  witness,  who  was  stated, 
in  the  deposition  of  the  party,  to  be  at  the  point  of  death,  then  the 
service  of  the  subpoena  in  time  would  have  most  probably  been  of 
no  utility ;  and,  as  the  presence  of  the  witness  could  not  reason- 
ably be  expected  under  such  circumstances,  whether  served  with 
process  of  subpoena  or  not,  it  is  considered  that  the  grounds  dis- 
closed were  sufficient  to  warrant  a  continuance  of  the  cause. 

If  a  witness  served  regularly  with  a  subpoena,  in  such  a  case, 
should  refuse  to  appear,  and  the  Court  would  not  attach  such  a 
witness  for  a  contempt,  which  we  consider  would  be  the  case,  why 
should  not  the  reason  for  refusing  to  attach  be  equally  as  valid 
for  a  continuance  of  the  cause  for  the  reason  of  the  absence  of  a 
'  witness  thus  situated  ? 

We  think  this  cause  should  have  been  continued;  and  feel 
bound  to  reverse  the  judgment,  and  remand  the  cause  for  further 
proceedings,  (a) 

Judgment  reversed. 

{a\  Searls  v.  Muueon,  17  111.  R.,  560. 


456  DECEMBER  TERM,  1840. 


Scammon  v.  Cline. 


Joi^ATHAisr  Y.  ScAMMOiT,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Cornelius 
Cline,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Boone. 

Where  on  appeal  from  a  justice  of  the  peace,  the  appeal  bond  was  filed  in  the  clerk's 
office  one  day  before  the  passage  of  a  law  fixing  the  time  of  holding  Courts  in  Boone 
county,  and  the  summons  to  the  appellee,  and  the  supersedeas  were  issued  after  the 

Eassage  of  the  law  :  Held,  that  the  appeal  was  regularly  taken,  and  the  Circuit  Court 
ad  jurisdiction  of  the  cause. 
A  ("ircuit  Court  existed  in  Boone  county  as  soon  as  a  clerk  was  appointed  by  the  judge  of 
the  circuit,  although  the  latter  failed' to  appoint  the  time  for  holding  the  Court. 

This  was  a  suit  originally  commenced  by  Scammon  against 
Cline,  before  Alexander  Neely,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Boone 
county.  The  defendant  removed  the  cause  from  Neely  to  Hiram 
AVaterman,  another  justice  of  the  peace  of  said  county,  before 
whom  the  cause  was  tried,  and  a  judgment  rendered  for  the 
defendant  on  the  21st  of  February,  1889. 

Scammon  appealed  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Boone  county,  and 
filed  his  appeal  bond  in  the  clerk's  office,  which  was  approved  by 
the  clerk  on  the  1st  of  March,  1839.  The  act  fixing  the  time  of 
holding  the  Circuit  Courts  of  Boone  county,  passed  on  the  2d  of 
March,  1839.  Before  the  passage  of  this  act  it  was  made  the 
duty  of  the  judge  of  the  circuit  to  appoint  the  times  of  holding  the 
Court. 

The  summons  to  the  defendant  was  issued  on  the  8th  of  April, 
1839,  and  served  upon  the  defendant  on  the  17th  of  the  same 
month.  The  summons  was  returnable  on  the  25th  of  said  month. 
At  the  April  term,  1839,  the  cause  was  continued.  At  the  next 
term  of  the  Court,  held  in  April,  1840,  the  defendant  moved  the 
Court  to  dismiss  tlae  appeal,  because  it  was  taken  to  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Boone  county,  before  any  Court  was  appointed  in  said 
county,  and  while  Boone  was  attached  to  Jo  Daviess  for  judicial 
purposes.  The  Court,  the  Hon,  Dan  Stone  presiding,  sustained 
the  motion,  and  dismissed  the  appeal.  The  appellant  excepted, 
and  brought  the  cause  to  this  Court  by  by  writ  of  error. 

Gr.  Spring  and  J,  Y.  Scammon,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

A.  Lincoln  and  J.  L.  Loop,  for  the  defendant  in 'error. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 

The  Court  is  of  opinion  that  this  case  was  improperly  dismissed. 

Although  the  appeal  bond  appears  to  have  been  taken  by  the 

clerk  before  the  time  for  holding  the  Court  was  fixed  by  law, 

yet  the  Court  itself  must  be  considered  in  existence  at  that  time, 
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Otherwise  there  would  have  been  no  clerk  by  whom  the  appeal 
could  be  allowed.  Until  the  legislature  fixed  the  time  for  holding 
the  Court,  this  authority  was,  by  a  prior  law,  vested  in  the  judge, 
and  whether  he  exercised  the  authority  by  designating  a  time  is 
immaterial. 

The  existence  of  the  Court,  and  the  right  to  take  an  appeal  to 
it,  must  be  regarded  as  having  commenced  with  the  appointment* 
of  a  clerk  of  the  Court,  by  the  judge  thereof. 

As  respects  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  for  the  want  of  which 
this  case  was  dismissed,  we  are  also  inclined  to  think,  that,  if  the 
Court  had  jurisdiction  at  the  time  its  process  was  issued,  it  ought 
to  have  entertained  and  tried  the  cause. 

Judgment,  therefore,  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  to  the 
Circuit  Court  for  trial. 

Judgment  reversed. 


John  B.  BEAUBiEisr,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  William  H. 
Sabine,  defendant  in  error. 

-Error  to  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Chicago. 

A  summons  issued  under  the  private  seal  of  the  clerk  of  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city 
of  Chicago,  no  official  seal  being  provided,  is  in  conformity  with  the  statutes,  and  can- 
not be  objected  to  on  account  of  tne  want  of  a  public  seal. 

Semble,  Tliata  return  to  a  summons,  in  these  words,  "  Served  by  reading  to  the  within. 
Oct.  23,  1837:  John  Shrigley,  High  Constable,  pr.  L.  Nichols,  Deputy  High  Consta- 
ble, is  sufficient,  (a) 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  William  H.  Sabine 
against  John  B.  Beaubien,  as  acceptor  of  two  bills  of  exchange 
drawn  by  Benjamin  Mills,  and  by  him  endorsed  to  said  Sabine. 
The  bills  are  dated  at  Chicago,  and  payable  at  no  particular  place. 

The  declaration  sets  forth  that  "  William  H.  Sabine,  plaintiff  in 
this  suit,  by  Butterfield  and  Collins,  his  attorneys,  complains  of 
John  B.  Beaubien,  defendant  in  this  suit,  in  -custody,"  &c.,  but 
contains  no  averment  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  or  the 
defendant,  resided,  at  the  time  of  commencing  said  suit,  either  in 
the  city  of  Chicago  or  county  of  Cook,  or  that  the  cause  of  action 
arose  in  said  city. 

Fr.  Peyton,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error : 

The  errors  assigned  show  that  the  original  process  of  summons 
issued  in  this  case  was  under  the  private  seal  of  the  clerk.     The 

(a)  See  Bancroft  v.  Spear,  24  111.  K.,  227. 
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act  chartering  the  city  of  Chicago  and  establishing  the  Municipal 
Court,  directs  that  the  process  shall  be  sealed  with  the  public  seal, 
to  be  provided  by  the  Common  Council  of  said  city,  and  confers 
no  authority  on  the  clerk  to  use  his  private  seal  until  one  shall  be 
provided.  It  will  be  seen,  by  reference  to  the  law  creating  the 
Circuit  Courts,  that  they  are  permitted  to  use  their  private  seals 
until  they  may  be  furnished  with  a  public  seal ;  but  this  right  or 
privilege  is  not  made  to  extend  to  other  public  ofl&cers  or  clerks. 
The  plaintiff  therefore  contends  that  said  process  was  a  nullity 
and  conferred  no  right  on  said  Court  to  render  a  judgment  in  this 
case.  "  A  summons  issued  from  the  Circuit  Court  without  the 
seal  annexed  is  a  nullity  ;  and  the  Court,  on  motion,  should  quash 
the  same."  Hannura  v.  Thompson,  1  Scam.,  283. 

A  plaintiff  taking  judgment  by  default  does  so  at  his  peril  and 
is  bound  to  know  that  all  the  proceedings  are  regular.  This  is  a 
principle  recognized  by  this  Court,  and  often  adverted  to  in  its 
decisions,  and  so  well  known  that  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  to 
cite  authorities  in  its  support. 

The  errors  assigned  also  question  the  sufficiency  of  the  high 
constable's  return,  because  the  same  is  vague  and  uncertain.  In 
support  of  this  position  the  plaintiff  relies  on  the  following  cases 
decided  by  this  Court,  to  wit :  "  The  return  of  the  sheriff  upon  the 
writ  should  state  the  time  when  the  same  was  made.  Parol  testi- 
mony will  not  be  admitted  to  prove  that  service  was  made  within 
the  time  required  by  the  statute."  Wilson  v.  Greathouse,  2  Scam., 
174 ;  Clemson  et  al.  v.  Hamm,  1  Scam.,  176. 

"  The  return  of  the  sheriff  should  state  the  mode  of  the  service 
with  certainty,  whether  by  reading  to  the  defendant  or  by  the 
delivery  of  a  copy.  The  return  in  this  case,  '  Executed  October 
10th,  1832,  as  commanded  within,'  is  too  uncertain,  and  judgment 
by  default  rendered  thereon  will  be  reversed."  Ogle  v.  Coffey, 
1  Scam.,  239. 

J.  BuTTERFiELD,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

The  return  on  the  summons  is  sufficient : 

It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  prove  the  process,  when  it 
shall  be  practicable,  ten  days  before  the  return  day  thereof,  and 
make  a  return  to  the  clerk  who  issued  it,  by  or  on  the  return  day, 
"  with  an  endorsement  of  his  service,  the  time  of  serving  it,  and 
the  account  of  his  fees.  R.  L.,  487  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  529. 

Under  the  English  and  New  York  practice,  the  sheriff  generally 
makes  his  return  in  Latin,  "  Gepi  corpus  ;"  "  Cepi  corpus  in  cus- 
todia ;"  "  Non  est ;"  "  Nihil;'  &c. 

In  the  case  of  Wilson  v.  Greathouse,  Forman,  152;  1  Scam., 
174 ;  the  suit  was  commenced  before  a  justice.  That  case  does 
not  apply  to  this.     The  return  by  the  constable  was.  "  Executed 
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on  the  within  defendant,  by  his  reading  the  within.  Joseph  Finn, 
Constable." 

§  3  of  the  act  concerning  justices  declares  that  the  summons 
shall  be  served  at  least  three  days  before  the  return  day,  by  read- 
ing the  same  to  the  defendant.  R  L.,  387  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  403.  In 
this  case,  the  Court  say  it  would  have  been  impossible,  from  the 
face  of  the  return,  to  determine  whether  the  process  was  served 
in  time  ;  because  no  date  is  given  by  the  return  of  the  officer. 

In  Clemson  et  al.  v.  Hamra,  Forman,  154  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  176,  the 
return  was,  "  Executed  on  Hunter ;  Clemson  not  found.  N.  Buck- 
master,  Sheriff."  The  Court  decided  that  the  judgment  should 
be  reversed,  because  the  return  did  not  state  w|ien  the  summons 
was  served.  If  it  was  not  served  ten  days  before  the  term,  the 
defendant  would  not  be  compelled  to  plead  before  the  next  suc- 
ceeding term. 

In  Ogle  V.  Coffey,  Forman,  184 ;  1  Scam.,  239,  the  return  was, 
"  Executed  October  18th,  1832,  as  commanded  within."  Judge 
Smith  says  :  "  Whether  the  date  specified  is  intended  for  the  date 
of  the  day  of  service,  or  is  the  day  on  which  the  summons  is 
returned,  is  wholly  uncertain."  This  remark  must  be  a  mistake 
of  the  Reporter :  "  The  manner  of  the  service  is  still  more  uncer- 
tain ;  whether  the  service  was  by  reading  or  delivering  a  copy  is 
left  to  conjecture."  I  should  suppose  that  either  was  sufficient. 
The  statute  is  silent  as  to  the  manner  of  service.  It  ought  to  be 
personal ;  reading  to  the  defendant,  or  delivering  a  copy  to  him,  is 
personal  service. 

In  Garrett  ■?;.  Phelps,  Forman,  217;  1  Scam.,  331,  there  was  no 
return  of  service  on  the  process.  Lockwood,  Justice,  says,  to 
make  a  judgment  by  default  regular,  it  should  appear  by  the 
return  on  the  process  that  it  had  been  served,  and  on  what  day 
service  was  made. 

The  summons  in  this  case  was  tested  as  follows  : 

"Witness  the  Hon.  Thomas  Ford,  Judge  of  said  Municipal 
Court  (no  seal  being  provided),  at  the  city  of  Chicago,  this  21st 
day  of  October,  A.  D.  1837. 

[clerk's  private  seal.J  "  J.  MANNING,  Clerk." 

On  the  back  of  said  summons  was  the  following  endorsement : 

"  Served  by  reading  to  the  within.       October  the  23d,  1837. 
"  JOHN  SHRIGLEY,  High  Constable,  per 

"  L.  Nichols,  Dep'y  High  Constable." 

Judgment  was  rendered  by  default,  against  Beaubien,  for 
$7,980.07,  at  the  September  term,  1838.  The  defendant  prose- 
cuted a  writ  of  error  to  this  Court. 
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Wilson,  Chief  Jastice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  :(1) 

This  suit  was  brought  in  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of 
Chicago. 

The  summons  was  issued  under  the  private  seal  of  the  clerk, 
and  signed  by  him  as  such. 

The  sufficiency  of  the  process  is  objected  to,  because  it  is  not 
under  the  public  seal.  The  law  provides  that  the  Municipal  Court 
shall  be  a  court  of  record,  and  shall  have  a  seal,  to  be  furnished 
by  the  Common  Council.  The  process  of  said  Court  shall  be 
tested  by  the  judge,  and  shall  be  issued  in  the  same  manner  as  in 
the  Circuit  Courts.  And  the  law  having  provided,  that,  until  a 
public  seal  was  jjrovided  for  the  Circuit  Court,  the  clerk  should 
use  his  private  seal,  it  would  seem  clear  that  the  same  practice 
should  prevail  in  the  Municipal  Court.  And  the  words,  "manner 
of  issuing  the  process,"  must  be  understood  to  refer  to  the  mode  of 
sealing  and  signing,  &c.  The  same  reason  that  requires  the  use 
of  a  private  seal  to  the  process  of  the  Circuit  Court  applies,  also, 
under  similar  circumstances,  to  the  Municipal  Court.  And  the 
fact  that  there  is  no  public  seal  is  proved  by  the  certificate  of  the 
clerk. 

The  objection  to  the  declaration,  that  it  contains  no  averment 
that  the  cause  of  action  arose  in  Chicago,  or  that  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  or  the  defendant,  resided  there  at  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  has  been  decided  by  this  Court  in  the  case  of  Beau- 
bien  v.  Brinckerhoflf,(2)  to  be  an  invalid  objection. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.  See  Mitcheltree  v.  Stewart  et  al.,  Ante,  17-20, and  note ;  Townsend  v.  Griggs  et 
ah.  Ante,  365. 

(1)  Smith,  Justice,  was  not  present  on  the  argument  of  this  cause,  and  gave  no  opinion. 

(2)  Ante,2m. 


Thomas  H.  Gushing,  appellant,  v.  Abner  Dill,  appellee. 
Appeal  from  Edgar. 

In  an  action  against  the  defendant,  for  cutting  trees,  under  the  "  Act  to  'prevent  trespassing 
hy  cutting  Timber^'  it  is  necessary  to  show  that  the  act  has  been  willfully  violated, 
by  proof  that  the  defendant,  in  his  own  person,  cut  the  trees,  or  induced  another  person 
to  do  BO,  by  his  command  or  authority.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  show  that  the  trees  were 
cut  by  persons  employed  by  the  defendant  to  cut  timber  on  his  own  land,  and  appropri- 
ated by  them  to  the  use  of  the  defendant,  (a) 

(a)  Evans  v.  Merriweather,  3  Scam.  R.,  496 ;  White  v.  Vanderver,  12  111.  R.,  259,  and 
note. 
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Semhle,  That  the  remedy  given  by  statute,  for  the  cutting  of  trees,  is  in  addition  to 
the  remedy  by  common  law,  and  a  recovery  under  the  statute  would  not  bar  an  action 
of  trespass. 

This  cause  was  originally  commenced  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  and  removed  by  appeal  to  the  Edgar  Circuit  Court,  where 
the  cause  was  tried  at  the  March  term,  1840,  before  the  Hon. 
Justin  Harlan,  without  a  jury,  and  judgment  rendered  for  the 
plaintiff' for  $64,  debt  and  costs.  The  defendant  appealed  to  this 
Court. 

Charles  R  .Wells,  for  the  appellant,  cited  1  East,  108 ;  Saun- 
derson  v.  Baker,  3  Wilson,  809 ;  2  Roll's  Abr.,  555  ;  1  Chit. 
Plead.,  208,  209  ;  Bac.  Abr.,  title  ''Master  and  Servant;''  8  Wend., 
474. 

Joseph  Gt.  Bowman,  for  the  appellee. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 

In  an  action  of  debt  by  Dill  against  Cushing  to  recover  the 
penalty  given  by  the  "  Act  to  prevent  trespassing^  hy  cutting  Timber^'' 
(1)  the  testimony  proved  that  the  the  trees  sued  for  were  cut  upon 
the  land  of  Dill ;  not,  however,  by  Cushing  in  person,  but  by 
those  employed  by  him  to  cut  and  hew  timber;  that  he  directed 
them  to  cut  the  timber  on  his  own  land,  and  cautioned  them  against 
cutting  timber  on  any  other  person's  land,  and  after  it  was  hewed 
it  was  appropriated  by  the  persons  in  his  employ  to  his  use.  It 
does  not  appear  that  he  showed  the  workmen  the  lines  of  his  land, 
or  designated  it  in  any  other  manner. 

Whether,  under  these  circumstances,  the  cutting  of  the  trees  in 
question,  by  the  hands  in  Cushing's  employ,  was  the  result  of  his 
employment  and  directions,  by  reason  of  his  not  having  designated 
his  land  in  such  a  manner  as  to  enable  the  workmen  to  distinguish 
it  from  that  of  another,  and  whether  he  would  not  therefore  be 
liable  in  another  form  of  action  upon  the  principle  that  the  master 
is  liable  for  the  acts  of  his  servant,  done  in  the  execution  of  his 
master's  orders,  are  questions  which  do  not  arise  in  the  investiga- 
tion of  this  case,  although  counsel  seem  to  regard  the  settlement 
of  these  points  as  deciding  the  case.  This  action  is  brought  upon 
a  penal  statute,  the  object  of  which  is  to  punish  a  wrong-doer,  as 
well  as  to  recompense  the  injured  individual.  To  subject  any 
one,  therefore,  to  the  penalty  of  the  act,  it  must  be  shown  to  have 
been  willfully  violated,  by  proof  that  the  party  charged  committed 
the  forbidden  act  himself,  or  caused  another  to  do  it  by  his  com- 
mand or  authority.  The  statute  gives  the  penalty  against  the 
actual  trespasser  only;  it  would  be  a  violation  of  legal  principles, 
therefore,  to  extend  it  so  as  to  embrace  another  by  implication. 

The  liability  arising  from  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  is 

(1)  R.  L.,  G02 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  679. 
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founded  in  policy,  but  the  implication  of  authority  in  the  servant, 
that  would  render  the  master  liable  in  many  cases  in  a  civil  suit, 
would  not  be  sufficient  to  convict  him  in  a  criminal  or  penal  pros- 
ecution. The  maxim,  qvdfacit  per  aliuTn,  facit  per  se,  would  be 
strictly  applicable  in  an  action  of  trespass  against  Gushing,  but  in 
this  prosecution  he  is  liable  only  for  his  personal  acts,  or  such  acts 
of  his  workmen  or  servants  as  are  proved  to  have  been  done  by 
his  express,  or,  at  least,  necessarily  implied,  authority. 

There  is  no  proof  of  such  acts,  or  such  authority  having  been 
given  by  Gushing,  to  those  who  committed  the  trespass ;  he  cannot, 
therefore,  be  considered  liable  under  the  statute. 

Although  Dill  cannot  recover  in  this  action,  he  is  not  without  a 
remedy  for  the  injury  sustained.  That  given  by  the  statute  is  in 
addition  to  the  remedy  at  common  law,  and  an  action  under  it 
would  not  be  a  bar  to  a  suit  at  common  law,  in  any  result. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs. 

Judgment  reversed. 


William  A.  Beechee  and  William  F.  Andeesoist, 
appellants,  v.  Edwaed  H.  James  and  James  L.  James, 
apj)ellees. 

A^y^^eal  from  JTorgan. 

The  rule  of  law  is  well  settled,  that  irregularities,  either  in  process  or  proceedings,  are 
cured  either  by  appearance,  or  by  taking  any  subsequent  step  in  the  cause  without 
objection. 

An  attachment,  in  aid  of  a  suit  at  law,  is  process,  and  is  made,  by  statute,  part  of  the 
proceedings  in  the  suit ;  it  is  consequently  the  duty  of  a  defendant,  desiring  to  quash 
the  same,  to  make  his  motion  at  the  return  term  of  the  attachment.  By  appearing  and 
pleading,  without  making  objection  to  the  attachment,  he  waives  all  irregularity. 

The  word  printed  "term,"  in§  30  of  the  act  concerning  attachments,  should  have  been 
"  time,"  as  appears  from  the  original  law  on  file  in  the  Secretary's  OflBce. 

§  28  of  the  same  act  authorizes  the  amendment  of  the  affidavit,  after  a  motion  to 
quash. 

At  the  March  term,  1840,  of  the  Morgan  Gircuit  Court,  the 
Hon.  Samuel  H.  Treat  presiding,  the  attachment  in  this  cause  was 
quashed  because  the  bond  was  executed  in  the  name  of  the  appel- 
lants, by  William  Thomas,  their  attorney  in  fact,  and  no  evidence 
was  produced  that  he  was  authorized  to  execute  the  bond.  The 
appellants  excepted  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  and  brought  the 
cause  to  this  Court  by  appeal. 

E.  Yates,  for  the  appellants. 

H.  B.  McClure,  for  the  appellees,  contended,  that  moving  to 
quash  or  set  aside  a  writ  is  not  an  appearance  under  it.  1  Cowen, 
209 ;  4  Cowen,  148. 
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LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 

The  record  in  this  case  shows  the  following  facts :  On  the  28th 
of  November,  1838,  the  plaintiffs  commenced  an  action  of  assump- 
sit on  a  promissory  note  against  the  defendants,  and  filed  a 
declaration  in  the  cause. 

On  the  same  day  the  plaintiffs  filed  an  affidavit  and  bond,  and 
sued  out  an  attachment  in  aid  of  said  action,  under  the  act  concern- 
ing attachments.  The  summons  and  attachment  were  returnable 
at  the  March  term,  1839,  and  were  both  returned  served  at  that  term. 

At  said  March  term,  the  defendants  appeared  and  filed  their 
plea  of  non-assumpsit.  At  the  June  term,  1839,  the  cause  was 
tried,  and  judgment  rendered  for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  defendants  then  interposed  a  motion  to  quash  the  attach- 
ment for  several  irregularities  which  were  alleged  to  have  inter- 
vened in  obtaining  the  attachment.  Whereupon  the  plaintiffs,  by 
leave  of  the  Court,  amended  their  affidavit  upon  which  the 
attachment  was  issued,  and  the  Court  overruled  the  motion  to 
quash  the  attachment. 

The  plaintiffs  then  moved  the  Court  for  an  order  requiring  a 
special  execution  to  issue,  directing  a  sale  of  the  property 
attached,  and  also  for  judgment  against  the  garnishees  summoned 
in  the  cause ;  which  motion  being  resisted,  the  consideration 
thereof  was  continued  to  the  next  term. 

At  the  March  term,  1840,  the  attachment  was  dismissed,  and 
plaintiffs  excepted. 

The  error  relied  on  is  the  dismissing  the  attachment. 

The  attachment  issued  in  this  case  was  authorized  by  §  80  of 
the  act  concerning  attachments,  passed  the  12th  February,  1833, 
which  declares  that  "plaintiffs  in  any  action  of  debt,  covenant, 
trespass,  or  on  the  case  upon  promises,  having  commenced  their 
action  or  actions  by  summons,  may  at  any  term  [time]  pending 
such  suit,  and  before  judgment  therein,  on  filing  in  the  office  of 
the  clerk  where  such  action  is  pending  a  sufficient  affidavit  and 
bond,  sue  out  an  attachment  against  the  lands  and  tenements, 
goods  and  chattels,  rights,  credits,  moneys  and  effects  of  the 
defendant;  which  attachment  shall  be  entitled  in  the  suit  pending 
and  be  in  aid  thereof,  and  such  proceedings  shall  be  thereupon  had, 
as  are  required  or  permitted  in  original  attachments  in  all  things 
as  near  as  may  be."(l) 

The  word  printed  "  term,"  in  the  above  section,  should  have 
been  "time,"  as  appears  from  the  original  law  on  file  in  the 
Secretary's  Office.(a)  The  amendment  of  the  affidavit  in  the  Court 
below  was  authorized  by  §  28  of  the  same  act. 

§  30  above  quoted,  authorizing  an  attachment  to  issue  in  aid 
of  the  suit,  and  to  be  entitled  in  the  pending  cause,  was  probably 
intended    by  the  legislature  as   a   substitute  for  the  special  bail 

(1)  R.  L.,  94  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  77. 

[a)  Dutcher  v.  Crowell,  5  Gil.  R.,  445 ;  Spangler  v.  Jacoby,  14  III.  R.,  297 ;  Pease  v. 
Peck,  18  How.  U.  S.  R..  598. 
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allowed  at  common  law.  Bj  obtaining  and  levying  an  attach- 
ment, a  defendant  is  prevented  from  fraudulently  selling  or 
carrying  off  his  effects  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit.  An 
attachment  is  process,  and  by  the  act  is  made  part  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  suit;  it  was  consequently  the  duty  of  the  defend- 
ants to  have  made  their  motion  to  quash  the  attachment  at  the 
return  term  of  it. 

If  a  party  can  be  permitted  to  lie  by,  after  appearance  and 
pleading,  and  take  no  notice  of  irregularities  till  the  close  of  the 
suit,  the  greatest  injustice  would  be  the  consequence.  In  this 
case  the  salutary  object  of  taking  out  the  attachment  would  be 
completely  defeated.  Had  the  motion  to  quash  been  made  at  the 
return  term  of  the  attachment,  and  had  it  been  successful,  the 
plaintiffs  could  immediately  have  taken  out  another  attachment, 
and  prevented  the  defendants  from  squandering  their  property. 
The  rule  of  law,  however,  is  well  settled,  that  irregularities,  either 
in  process  or  proceedings,  are  cured  either  by  appearance,  or  taking 
any  subsequent  steps  in  the  cause  without  objection.  The 
doctrine  on  this  subject  is  fully  laid  down  in  this  Court  in  the 
case  of  Easton  et  al.  v.  Altum.(l) 

We  therefore  deem  it  unnecessary  to  enquire  whether  the 
irregularities  complained  of  exist  or  not ;  as  the  defendants,  by 
appearing  and  pleading  at  the  March  term,  1839,  without  making 
objection  to  the  attachment,  have  waived  them. 

The  judgment  dismissing  the  attachment  was  consequently 
erroneous,  and  is  reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded 
with  instructions  to  the  Circuit  Court  to  grant  the  special  execution 
to  sell  the  property  attached,  and  to  proceed  according  to  law 
against  the  garnishees. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.    See  Lea  v.  Vail,  Post,  and  note. 
(1)  Scam.,  250. 


Ulysses  B.  Brewstee,  William  H.  Solomon  and  Israel 

Beowjst,  appellants,  v.  Edward  H.  James  and  James 

L.  James,  appellees. 
Lowell  Holbrook,  Thomas   S.   Nelson   and  William 

Shepard,  appellants,  v.  Edward  H.  James  and  James 

L.  James,  appellees. 

Appeal  from  Morgan. 
R.  Yates,  for  the  appellants. 
n.  B.  McClure,  for  the  appellees. 
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Ptr  Curiam :  The  facts  in  each  of  these  cases  are  substantially 
the  same  as  in  the  case  of  Beecher  and  Anderson  v.  Edward  H. 
and  James  L.  James,  and  consequently  the  same  judgments  are 
rendered  in  each  of  the  above  causes  as  in  that  case. 


Note.    See  Lea  V.  Vail, /"osi,  and  note. 


Edwaed  H.  Holbkook  and  John  Ferme,  plaintiffs  in 
error,  v.  Timothy  Vibbard  and  Augustus  Garrett, 
defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  the  3funicipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Chicago. 

The  drawer  of  a  note  or  bill  is  liable  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  note 
is  drawn ;  and  the  endorser  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  of  endorsement.  The 
endorsement  is  a  new  and  substantive  contract ;  consequently,  the  place  of  residence  of 
the  makers  and  endorsers  is  immaterial. 

Upon  a  note  made  and  endorsed  in  New  York,  by  residents  of  Illinois,  and  payable  in 
Illinois,  the  liability  of  the  endorsers  is  governed  by  the  law  of  New  York. 

Where  a  declaration  contained  counts  upon  a  promissory  note,  and  also  tlie  common 
money  counts,  and  the  defendants  pleaded  the  general  issue  to  the  whole  declaration, 
and  special  pleas  setting  up  a  defense  against  the  note  without  stating  that  the  special 
pleas  were  to  the  counts  on  the  note :  Held,  on  general  demurrer  to  the  replication 
to  the  special  pleas,  that  inasmuch  as  the  whole  declaration  was  answered  by  the  plea 
of  the  general  issue,  the  special  pleas  would  be  considered  as  intended  only  to  apply  to 
the  counts  on  the  notes. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  commenced  by  the  plaintiffs  in 
error  against  the  defendants  in  error,  in  the  Municipal  Court  of  the 
City  of  Chicago,  upon  the  following  promissory  note : 

"$1,300.  New  York,  April  24,  1837. 

"Sixty  days  after  date,  we  promise- to  pay  to  the  order  of  Tim- 
othy Vibbard  and  Augustus  Garrett,  thirteen  hundred  dollars  y-Q-^-, 
for  value  received,  payable  at  the  Branch  of  the  State  Bank  of 
Illinois,  at  Chicago.  RUFUS  MARSTON  &  CO." 

Endorsed:  "  Timothy  Vibbard.     A.Garrett." 

The  declaration  contained  three  counts.  The  first  count  alleged 
the  making  of  the  note,  and  the  endorsements  to  the  plaintiffs,  and 
due  diligence  against  the  makers. 

The  second  count  was  like  the  first,  except  that  instead  of  the 
averment  of  diligence,  it  alleged  the  insolvency  of  the  makers. 

The  third  was  the  usual  money  count. 

The  defendants  filed,  besides  the  plea  of  the  general  issue,  six 
special  pleas  averring  in  each  that  the  note  was  endorsed  in  the  city 
Vol.  II.  59 


466  DECEMBER  TERM,  1840. 

Holbrook  et  al.  v.  Vibbard  et  al. 

and  State  of  New  York.  The  following  additional  averments 
were  contained  in  the  respective  pleas,  to  wit:  In  the  first, 

"  And  that  by  the  laws  of  said  State,  endorsers  upon  promissory 
notes  and  bills  of  exchange  are  released  from  any  and  all  liability 
on  account  of  any  such  endorsement,  unless  payment  shall  be  duly 
demanded  of  the  maker  of  any  such  note  or  bill  of  exchange,  at 
the  place  and  time,  when  and  where  the  same  is  made  payable,  and 
due  notice  of  the  non-payment  thereof  given  to  the  endorsers." 

In  the  second,  "  and  that  by  the  laws  of  said  State  of  New  York, 
no  liability  is  incurred  by  such  endorsement  unless  such  note  is 
presented  for  payment  at  the  place  and  time  such  note  is  made 
payable,  and  due  notice  of  its  non-payment  given  to  the  endorsers," 

In  the  third,  the  same  averments  as  in  the  second,  and  the  addi- 
tional allegation,  "that  said  note  was  not  presented  at  the  Branch 
of  the  State  Bank  of  Illinois,  at  Chicago,  where  the  same  was 
made  payable,  at  the  time  the  same  became  due  and  payable,  and 
notice  of  the  non-payment  thereof  given  to  the  defendants  as  such 
endorsers." 

In  the  fourth,  "  that  promissory  notes  and  bills  of  exchange  are 
governed  in  said  State  by  the  law  and  custom  of  merchants,  which 
requires  a  bill  or  note  to  be  presented  at  the  place  and  at  the  time 
when  and  where  such  note  is  made  payable,  and  protest  and  notice 
of  non-payment  thereof  given  to  the  endorsers,  in  order  to  charge 
such  endorsers  with  the  payment  of  such  note." 

In  the  fifth,  "that  the  liability  of  endorsers  of  promissory  notes 
in  such  State  are  governed  and  determined  by  the  law  and  custom 
of  merchants,  and  that  thereby  unless  the  note,  so  indorsed,  be  pre- 
sented for  payment  at  the  place  and  time,  when  and  where  the  same 
is  made  payable,  and  notice  of  the  non-payment  thereof  given  to 
such  endorsers,  the  endorsers  of  such  note  are  released  from  all 
liability  thereon." 

In  the  sixth,  "  where  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes 
and  liability  of  indorsers  are  governed  by  the  custom  and  law  of 
iTtierchants,  which  required  any  such  note,  so  endorsed,  to  be  pre- 
sented for  payment  at  the  time  and  place,  when  and  where  the  same 
is  made  payable,  and  due  notice  of  the  non-payment  thereof  given 
to  the  endorser;  and  said  defendant  avers,  that  said  note  was  not 
presented  at  the  place  where  made  payable,  at  the  time  when  made 
payable,  and  notice  thereof  given  to  the  defendants  of  the  non- 
payment thereof. 

The  plaintiffs  filed  the  following  replication  : 

"  And  the  said  plaintiffs  as  to  the  said  second,  third,  fourth,  fifth, 
sixth  and  seventh  pleas  of  the  said  defendants  to  the  said  declaration 
of  the  said  plaintiffs,  say,  that  the  said  plaintiffs,  by  reason  of  any- 
thing by  the  said  defendants  in  their  pleas  alleged,  ought  not  to  be 
barred  or  precluded  from  having  or  maintaining  their  aforesaid  action 
thereof  against  them,  because,  they  say,  that  the  said  promissory  note 
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in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  is  payable  at  the  Branch  of  the 
State  Bank  of  Illinois,  at  Chicago,  and  that  the  said  Branch  of  the 
said  State  Bank,  at  the  time  of  making  and  endorsing  of  the  said 
note,  was,  and  ever  since  has  been,  and  still  is,  situated  and  located 
at  the  city  of  Chicago,  in  the  county  of  Cook,  and  State  of  Illinois, 
And  the  said  plaintiffs  farther  say,  that  at  the  time  the  said  note 
was  made  and  endorsed,  and  from  then,  until,  and  long  after  the  said 
note  fell  due,  that  the  said  Marston  and  Coffin,  the  makers  of  the  said 
note,  and  the  said  Garrett  and  Vibbard,  the  endorsers  of  the  said  note, 
resided  and  were  domiciled  at  the  city  of  Chicago,  in  the  State  of  Illi- 
nois ;  and  this  the  said  plaintiffs  are  ready  to  verify,  wherefore,  &c." 
The  defendants  demurred  to  the  replication,  and  the  plaintiffs 
joined  therein;  and  at  the  September  terra,  1838,  of  the  Court 
below,  the  Hon.  Thomas  Ford  presiding,  the  demurrer  was  sus- 
tained, and  judgment  rendered  for  the  defendants, 

J.  BuTTERFiELD  and  J,  H,  Collins,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

G.  Spring  and  G,  Goodrich,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 

Two  questions  have  been  raised  in  this  case  for  consideration 
under  the  errors  assigned.  The  errors  assigned  are,  First,  that  the 
defendants'  special  pleas  do  not  answer  the  whole  declaration,  but 
the  counts  only  on  the  notes  described  ;  Secondly,  That  the  special 
pleas  do  not  constitute  a  defense  to  the  action. 

It  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  first  objection,  that  the  plea  of  the 
general  issue  was  an  answer  to  the  whole  declaration ;  and  the 
special  pleas  were  intended  as  answers  to  the  counts  on  the  notes. 
There  is,  therefore,  no  force  in  the  objection,  that  the  whole  counts 
of  the  declaration  remain  unanswered ;  such  is  not  the  case. 

On  the  other  point,  it  is  very  clear  that  the  law  of  the  country 
where  the  endorsement  was  made,  is  to  determine  the  liability  of 
the  endorsers.  Under  this  rule,  the  replication  of  the  plaintiffs, 
which  attempted  to  put  in  issue  the  immaterial  facts  of  residence 
of  the  makers  and  endorsers,  and  the  place  of  payment,  was  prop- 
erly holden  vicious. 

The  drawer  of  a  note  or  bill  is  liable  according  to  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  note  or  bill  is  drawn  ;  and  the  endorser,  according 
to  the  law  of  the  place  of  endorsement.  The  endorsement  is  a 
new  and  substantive  contract.(a) 

Had  the  note  been  made  in  another  State  than  the  one  in  which 
it  was,  still  the  laws  of  New  York  must  govern  the  liability  of  the 
endorsers. 

This  has  sometimes  been  suggested  to  be  a  departure  from  the 
rule  that  the  law  of  the  place  of  payment  is  to  govern ;  but  it  is 
held  to  be  in  entire  conformity  to  the  rule.(l) 

(1)  Story'9  Conflict  of  Laws,  260-262;  12  Johns.,  142;  12  Wend.,  439;  1  Bay,  448; 
Chitty  on  Bills,  190. 
(a)  Bond  v.  Bragg,  17  111.  E.,  70. 
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Adopting  this  rule  and  construction,  it  follows,  tbat  the  liability 
of  the  endorsers  must  be  determined  by  the  laws  of  New  York, 
The  matter  pleaded  in  bar  was  then  well  pleaded,  and  the  Court 
decided  correctly  in  rendering  judgment  on  the  demurrer  of  the 
defendants  to  the  plaintiffs'  replication.  The  judgment  is  affirmed 
with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.     See  Stacy  v.  Baker,  and  note,  1  Scam.,  422. 

If  the  holder  of  a  bill  subject  to  certain  obligations,  according  to  the  law  where  the  bil . 
is  drawn  or  payable,  wishes  to  impose  the  same  on  his  endorsee,  he  must  make  a  special 
endorsement,  or  otherwise  it  is  subject  only  to  those  of  the  place  of  endorsement.  Aman 
V.  Shelon,  12  Wend.,  439. 


John  Evans,  appellant,  v.  Samuel  C.  Pieece,  Samuel 
Thomas,  and  the  Sheriff  of  Geeejst  County,  appel- 
lees. 

Appeal  from   Greene, 

A  justice's  jurisdiction  is  conferred  by  statute ; 'and  in  its  exercise  he  must  proceed  in 
strict  conformity  with  the  manner  prescribed.  A  justice  can  render  judgment  against  a 
defendant  only  where  process  is  personally  served  on  him,  or  he  appears  in  person 
before  the  justice,  and  waives  process. (a) 

A  defendant  cannot  authorize  a  justice  to  render  judgment  against  him,  by  sending  a 
letter  to  such  justice,  requesting  him  to  enter  judgment  against  the  defendant  in  favor 
of  the  plaintitf,  for  an  amount  named  in  the  letter,  although  the  defendant  expressly 
state  that  he  waived  the  service  of  process,  and  authorized  the  judgment.  A  judgment 
obtained  under  such  circumstances  is  not  only  voidable,  but  is  totally  void ;  and  no 
one  can  acquire  any  benefit  or  right  under  it. 

The  proceedings  in  this  case,  in  the  Court  below,  were  had  at 
the  April  term,  1889,  before  the  Hon.  William  Thomas. 

S.  T.  Logan,  for  the  appellant,  cited  1  Peters,  840 ;  4  Peters, 
466  ;  8  Cowen,  208  ;  9  Cowen,  227  ;  5  Johns.,  40  ;  8  Johns.,  70, 
90 ;  19  Johns.,  40. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
By  virtue  of  an  execution,  the  sheriff  of  Green  county  sold  a 
tract  of  land  belonging  to  Samuel  C.  Pierce,  to  John  Evans,  and 
gave  him  a  certificate  for  a  deed  at  the  expiration  of  the  time  of 
redemption. 

Prior  to  that  time.  Pierce  sent  a  letter  to  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
authorizing  him  to  enter  judgment  against  him,  in  favor  of  Thomas, 
for  an  amount  named,  stating  that  he  waived  service  of  process ; 
upon  which  the  justice  rendered  a  judgment  in  favor  of  Thomas, 
who  then  proceeded,  as  a  judgment  creditor  of  Pierce,  to  redeem  the 

{a)  Bines  v.  Proctor,  4  Scam.  E.,  177  ;  Nelson  v.  Eockwell,  14  111.  K.,  377 ;  Johnson  v. 
Baker,  38  111.  R.,  101. 
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land  sold  to  Evans,  and  accordingly  paid  the  sheriff  the  amount 
that  Evans  had  given  for  the  land.  Evans  contested  Thomas' 
right  to  redeem  the  land,  and  applied  to  the  Court  for  a  mandamus 
to  compel  the  sheriff  to  make  him  a"deed  to  the  land  in  conformity 
to  his  certificate  of  purchase.  Pierce,  Thomas,  and  the  sheriff 
made  themselves  parties  to  the  motion,  and,  by  consent,  a  judg- 
ment, pro  forma^  was  entered  against  Evans,  from  which  he 
appealed  to  this  Court. 

The  first  question  that  arises  is  in  reference  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  justice  in  the  case  of  Thomas  v.  Pierce.  That  he  had  juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  there  is  no  doubt ;  but 
did  he  acquire  jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  Pierce,  by  having 
him  personally  before  him,  or  by  legally  notifying  him  of  the  pro- 
ceeding against  him  in  the  manner  required  by  law?  A  justice's 
jurisdiction  is  conferred  by  statute,  and  in  its  exercise  he  must 
proceed  in  strict  conformity  with  the  manner  prescribed.  Has 
that  been  done  in  this  case  ?  The  statute  directs  that  suit  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace  shall  be  commenced  by  a  summons,  the  form 
of  which  is  given,  and  that  it  shall  be  served  upon  the  defendant 
by  reading  it  to  him ;  upon  the  return  of  this  process,  executed  by 
the  proper  officer,  or  upon  the  parties  appearing  in  person  before 
the  justice  and  agreeing  to  waive  process,  he  may  proceed  to  hear 
and  decide  the  cause.  In  this  case,  however,  the  parties  neither 
appeared  and  waived  process,  nor  was  there  any  process  served. 
There  was,  therefore,  neither  cause  nor  parties  legally  before 
the  justice  to  authorize  his  rendering  judgment.  The  letter 
of  Pierce  did  not  warrant  it,  because  the  law  having  pre- 
scribed a  different  mode  of  acquiring  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of 
the  defendant,  it  must  be  strictly  pursued,  and  cannot  be  varied  at 
the  will  of  the  party  or  the  justice.  In  the  case  of 
it  was  decided  that  where  the  law  requires  a  copy  of  the  petition 
and  summons  to  be  served  upon  the  defendant,  an  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  service  thereof,  purporting  to  be  endorsed  by  the 
defendant,  will  not  authorize  a  judgment  by  default,  nor  can  such 
acknowledgment  be  proved  in  the  defendant's  absence.  Although 
the  letter  of  authority  to  the  justice  purports  to  be  that  of  Pierce, 
yet  it  may  not  be  genuine,  and  there  is  no  way  of  ascertaining 
that  ftict ;  its  authenticity  cannot  be  proved  in  his  absence.  To 
institute  such  an  enquiry  would  be  adjudicating  upon  the  rights  of 
the  party  in  his  absence,  and  without  notice  to  him  of  the  nature 
of  the  proceeding.(l) 

Inasmuch,  then,  as  the  justice  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  case  of 
Thomas  v.  Pierce,  his  judgment  in  favor  of  the  former  was  not 
merely  voidable,  but  totally  void  ;(a)  and  as  no  one  can  acquire  any 
benefit  or  right  under,  or  by  virtue  of,  a  void  judgment,  Thomas 

(1)4  Bibb;    Bigelow  r.  Stephen B,  19;    Johns.,  39. 
(n)  See  Douglas  v.  Whiting,  528  III.  R.,  362. 
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acquired  no  right  to  redeem  as  a  judgment  creditor,  his  judgment 
being  void.  This  fact  it  was  perfectly  competent  for  Evans  to 
establish  when  the  judgment  was  interposed  as  a  bar  to  his  rights  ; 
and  having  done  so,  and  Pierce  having  failed  to  redeem  the  land 
in  question  within  the  time  allowed  by  law,  and  Thomas  having 
no  right  to  do  so,  the  sheriff  was  under  a  legal  obligation  to  make 
a  deed  to  Evans,  agreeably  to  the  terms  of  sale.  The  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  is  therefore  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded 
with  instructions  to  that  Court  to  proceed  in  the  disposition  of  the 
case  according  to  this  opinion. 
Judgment  reversed. 


James  E.  Waldo  et  al.^  plaintiffs  in  error,  v.  Richaed 
S.  Williams,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Morgan. 

The  complainant  filed  his  bill  in  chancery  to  foreclose  a  morts;age  executed  to  him  by 
W.,  and  made  Smith  and  McConnel,  who  had  obtained  judgments  against  W.,  sub- 
sequent to  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  defendants  to  the  bill ;  and  at  the  June 
term,  1839,  all  the  defendants  except  Smith,  having  been  summoned  or  notified  accord- 
ing to  law ;  and  all  the  defendants  except  McConnel,  being  called  and  not  appearing, 
their  default  was  taken,  and  an  interlocutory  decree  entered,  requiring  all  the  defend- 
ants, except  McConnel,  to  pay  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage  Iby  the  first  day  of  the 
next  term,  and  in  default  thereof,  that  they  should  be  foreclosed  from  all  right  in 
the  mortgage  premises ;  and  that  the  same  should  be  sold  to  satisfy  the  mortgage. 
Smith  was  duly  summoned  to  appear  at  the  November  term,  1839,  by  an  alias  writ 
issued  October  3d,  and  at  said  November  term,  Smith  and  MeConnel  were  defaulted, 
and  the  bill  taken  pro  confesso  against  them.  A  decree  was  entered  that  the  said  Smith 
and  McConnel  should  pay  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  by  the  first  day  of  the  next 
term  of  the  Court,  or  that  the  premises  should  be  sold  to  satisfy  the  same,  and  their 
interest  therein  foreclosed.  At  the  March  term,  1840,  a  final  decree  was  entered, 
directing  the  mortgaged  premises  to  be  sold  ;  and  that  the  interest  of  the  defendants  in 
the  premises  should  be  forever  foreclosed  ;  Held,  that  the  proceedings  were  not  erron- 
eous ;  and  that  the  service  of  process  on  Smith,  after  the  first  interlocutory  decree, 
cured  the  irregularity  as  to  him. 

Where  several  tracts  of  land  are  included  in  one  mortgage,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  commis- 
sioner selling  the  same  under  a  decree  of  foreclosure,  to  offer  each  tract  separately,  and 
whenever  the  sales  amount  to  a  sufficiency  to  pay  the  debts  and  costs,  he  should  desist 
from  any  further  sale.  But  should  the  commissioner  proceed  arbitrarily,  and  sell  the 
whole  at  once,  or  sell  more  than  a  sufficiency  to  pay  the  mortgage  debt  and  costs,  it 
would  be  competent  for  the  Court,  on  the  coming  in  of  his  report,  to  set  aside  the 
sale.(«) 

"Wm.  Brown  and  J.  Lamborn,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

H.  B.  McClure,  for  the  defendant  in  error,  cited  2  Bibb,  273 ; 
3  Bibb,  113;  1  Hoffm.  Ch.  Pract,  185,  187  ;  1  Kentucky  Stat., 
218,  §5;    R.  L.,  121,  §8;    Gale's  Stat.,  141;    1  J.  J.  Marsh., 

547. 

(a)  Meeker  v.  Evans,  25  111.  E.,  322. 
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LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

Williams  filed  his  bill  in  the  Morgan  Circuit  Court,  sitting  as  a 
court  of  chancery,  to  forclose  a  mortgage  executed  by  the  three 
Waldos,  and  also  against  Hall  and  others,  as  creditors  by  judg- 
ments obtained  subsequent  to  the  execution  of  the  mortgage. 

All  the  defendants  below  had  regularly  been  summoned  or  noti- 
fied to  appear,  by  advertisement  regularly  published  in  one  of  the 
newspapers  printed  in  this  State,  previous  to  the  June  term,  1839, 
except  Absalom  Smith. 

At  said  June  term,  1839,  the  defendants  were  all  called  except 
Murray  McConnel,  but  failing  to  appear,  their  default  was  taken 
and  an  interlocutory  decree  entered,  requiring  all  the  defendants 
except  McConnel  to  pay  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage,  on,  or 
before  the  first  day  of  the  then  next  term  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Morgan  county;  and  in  default  thereof  the  said  defendants  should^ 
be  foreclosed  from  all  right  in  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  that  the 
same  would  be  sold  to  pay  the  mortgage  debt.  An  alias  sum- 
mons was  issued  on  the  3d  of  October,  1839,  returnable  on  the  first 
Monday  of  November  thereafter,  which  was  returned  duly  served 
on  Absalom  Smith.  At  the  November  term,  1839,  Absalom 
Smith  and  Murray  McConnel  were  called,  and,  failing  to  appear, 
the  bill  was  taken  as  confessed,  and  the  said  Smith  and  McCon- 
nel were  ordered  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  money  on  or 
before  the  next  term  of  said  Court,  or  the  premises  would  be 
sold  to  pay  the  same,  and  their  interest  in  the  mortgaged  premises 
barred  and  foreclosed.  At  the  March  term,  1840,  a  final 
decree  was  entered,  ordering  the  mortgaged  premises  to  be  sold,  and 
appointing  a  commissioner  to  make  the  sale,  and  that  the  interests 
of  all  the  defendants  in  the  mortgaged  premises  be  forever  fore- 
closed. 

The  errors  relied  on  are,  First,  That  the  interloctury  decree 
was  improvidently  made,  in  this,  that  all  the  parties  were  not 
before  the  Court  when  it  was  made,  and.  Secondly,  That  the 
Court  erred  in  decreeing  the  sale  of  all  the  mortgaged  premises, 
instead  of  so  much  as  would  be  necessary  to  pay  the  mortgage  debt. 

In  relation  to  the  first  error  relied  on,  the  Court  are  satisfied 
that  the  informality  complained  of  worked  no  injury  to  any  of  the 
defendants  below.  The  defendant  (Absalom  Smith)  who  had  not 
been  served  with  process,  at  the  time  of  entering  the  first  interlocu- 
tory decree,  and  the  only  person  that  could  be  injured  by  it,  was 
subsequently  summoned  to  appear,  and  had  a  day  in  Court  to 
answer  the  bill.  This  cured  the  irregularity.  The  decree  to  sell 
the  mortgaged  premises  is  in  the  usual  form.  It  does  not  follow, 
because  the  decree  authorizes  all  the  mortgaged  premises  to  be 
sold,  that  all  will  be  sold.  The  object  in  selling  the  land  is  to  pay 
the  debt.  Where,  as  in  this  case,  there  are  several  tracts  of  lands 
mortgaged,  it  will  be  the  duty  of  the  commissioner  to  offer  each 
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tract  separately,  and  whenever  the  sales  amount  to  sufficient  to  pay 
the  debt  and  costs,  the  object  of  the  decree  being  accomplished, 
it  will  be  the  duty  of  the  commissioner  to  desist  from  any  further 
sale. 

Should  the  commissioner,  however,  proceed  arbitrarily,  and  sell 
the  whole  at  once,  or  proceed  to  sell  more  land  after  the  sales 
amount  to  a  sufficiency  to  pay  the  mortgage  debt  and  costs,  it 
would  doubtless  be  competent  for  the  Court,  on  the  coming  in  of 
his  report,  to  set  aside  the  sale.(a) 

The  Court,  therefore,  perceive  no  error  in  the  decree.     It  is 

accordingly  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Decree  affirmed. 

(a)  Graham  v.  Day  1  Gil.  R.,  435. 


Heney  L.   Kinney,   aj^pellant,    v.   William    Hudnut, 

appellee. 

Appeal fro'in  Bureau. 

A  petition,  under  the  law  giving  a  lien  to  mechanics,  cannot  he  filed  hefore  the  day  of 
payment  stipulated  by  the  parties  has  arrived.  Until  the  contract  is  completed,  and  pay- 
ment is  due,  there  can  be  no  cause  of  action. 

This  cause  was  tried  at  the  March  term,  1840,  of  the  Bureau. 
Circuit  Court,  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Ford  and  a  jury.  The 
jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  Court  below  the 
appellee,  for  $417.50.  Judgment  was  rendered  upon  this  verdict. 
The  defendant  appealed  to  ihis  Court. 

S.  T.  Logan,  for  the  appellant. 

Gr.  A.  O.  Beaumont,  for  the  appellee. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  :(1) 
This  was  a  petition  filed  by  the  appellee  in  the  Circuit  Court, 
for  a  mechanic's  lien,  on  the  northeast  quarter  of  section  thirty- 
four,  T.  sixteen,  N.,  R.  eleven  east  of  the  tenth  P.  M.,  for  work 
and  labor  done  on  it.  The  defendant  pleaded  non-assumpsit^  and 
several  special  pleas.  On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  proved  that 
Henry  L.  Kinney  claimed  to  be  the  owner  of  the  land;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  had  worked  on  some  buildings  on  the  land.  He  also  pro- 
duced evidence  conducing  to  show  that  he  was  in  the  employ- 
ment of  Henry  L.  Kinney.  The  plaintiff  also  proved  that  a  portion 
of  the  work  was  done  after  his  petition  was  filed.  It  was  shown 
that  there  was  no  special  contract  as  to  the  time  when  the  work 
was  to  be  paid  for. 

(1)  Smith,  Justice,  was  not  present  on  the  argument  of  this  cause. 
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After  the  evidence  was  concluded,  the  defendant  below  moved 
tlie  Court  to  instruct  the  jury  as  follows  : 

"  That  if  the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  plaintiff's  lien 
was  filed  before  the  day  appointed  and  agreed  on  for  the  payment 
of  the  money,  or  before  the  completion  of  the  work,  then  plaintiff 
cannot  recover;"  which  instruction  the  Court  refused  to  give. 
Other  instructions  were  asked  for,  but  we  do  not  deem  them  of 
much  importance  in  the  decision  of  this  case. 

This  suit  was  brought  under  a  statute  of  this  State,  enabling 
mechanics  to  have  a  lien  upon  houses  or  other  buildings,  and  to 
secure  the  payment  for  the  building  thereof.  This  statute  pro- 
vides, that  "  where  any  person  or  persons  shall  wish  to  avail 
himself,  herself,  or  themselves,  of  the  benefit  of  such  lien,  he,  she, 
or  they  shall  commence  his,  her,  or  their  action  in  any  court  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  of  the  same,  within  three  months  from  the  time 
payment  should  have  been  made,  by  virtue  of  any  such  contract, 
by  which  such  lien  shall  be  claimed." 

The  plaintiff  had  no  cause  of  action  until  the  contract  was  com.* 
pleted  ;  and  then  the  suit,  under  this  law,  must  be  brought  within 
three  months  from  the  time  payment  should  have  been  made.  The 
Court  erred  in  refusing  the  instruction  asked  for  by  the  defendant 
below. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed,  with  costs,  and 
the  cause  remanded  to  be  tried  de  novo. 

Judgment  reversed. 


James   H.   Lea,  appellant,  v.    Daniel  Vail,   appellee. 
Appeal  from   the  Municipal  Court  of  the    City  of  Alton. 

Where  a  paper  filed  as  an  attachment  bond  has  no  seals  affixed  to  it,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
Court  to  permit  the  bond  to  be  amended.    It  is  error  to  refuse  a  motion  to  amend. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below  at  the  December  term, 
1888,  before  the  Hon.  William  Martin.  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  this  Court. 

A.  CoWLES  and  J.  M.  Krum,  for  the  appellant. 

Gr.  T.  M.  Davis  and  S.  Gr.  Bailey,  for  the  appellee. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 
This  was  an  action  of  debt  brought  by  James  H.  Lea  against 
Daniel  Vail. 

An  attachment  was  sued  out  of  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  city 
Vol.  n.  GO 
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of  Alton,  by  James  H.  Lea  against  Daniel  Vail,  to  recover 
$963.89.  At  the  trial  of  the  attachment,  the  defendant  in  the 
Court  below  moved  to  dismiss  the  suit,  because  there  was  no  bond 
filed  in  this  entitled  cause,  as  is  required  by  the  statute.  The 
plaintiff,  by  his  counsel,  moved  the  Court  to  allow  him  to  amend 
the  bond.  The  record  shows  the  instrument  of  writing  filed  by 
the  plaintiff,  purporting  to  be  a  bond,  was  defective,  in  having  no 
seal  or  scrawl.  The  Court  sustained  the  motion  of  the  defendant, 
and  overruled  that  of  the  plaintiff.  To  reverse  that  decision,  the 
appeal  is  brought  to  this  Court. 

The  law  governing  this  case  will  be  found  in  the  Revised  Code, 
page  71,  §  28.(1)  "  No  writ  of  attachment  hereafter  to  be  issued 
shall  be  quashed,  nor  the  property  taken  thereon  restored,  nor  any 
garnishee  discharged,  nor  any  bond  by  him  given  canceled,  nor 
any  rule  entered  against  the  sheriff  discharged,  on  account  of  any 
insufiiciency  of  the  original  aflidavit,  writ  of  attachment,  or  attach- 
ment bond,  if  the  plaintiff,  or  some  credible  person  for  him,  shall 
cause  a  legal  and  sufiicient  affidavit,  or  attachment  bond,  to  be 
filed,  or  the  attachment  to  be  amended,  in  such  time  and  manner 
as  the  courts  or  justices  shall  respectively  in  their  discretion  direct ; 
and  in  that  event,  the  cause  shall  proceed  as  if  such  proceedings 
had  originally  been  sufiicient."  Under  this  statute,  the  amendment 
of  the  plaintiff's  bond  ought  to  have  been  allowed.  The  Court 
erred  in  not  permitting  it.  The  decision  of  the  Court  below  is 
reversed,  and  the  cause  rerarinded,  with  costs.  The  Circuit  Court 
of  Madison  county  will  try  the  cause  de  novo. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.  Decisions  in  relation  to  attachments.  Clark  v.  Roberts,  Breese,  222  ;  Phelps  v. 
Young,  Breese,  255;  Bates  v.  Jenkins,  Breese's  App.,  25;  Hunter  v.  Ladd,  1  Scam.,  551  ; 
Schooner  Constitution  v.  Woodworth,  1  Scam.,  511;  Lawrence  v.  Yeatman  ei  al.,  Ante, 
15  ;  Beecher  et  al.  v.  James  et  al.,  Ante,  462. 

(1)  Gale's  Stat.,  71. 


Simeon   Ridee    and    Charles    L.    Feost,    plaintiffs    in 
eTror,  v.  Jeremiah  S.  B.  Alleyne,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Madison. 

It  is  error  to  render  judgment  against  both  defendants,  by  default,  when  only  one  of  them 
is  served  with  process. 

A.  Cowles  and  J.  M.  Krum,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case  on  promises,  brought 
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in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Madison  county,  by  Jeremiah  S.  B. 
Alleyne  against  Simeon  Eider  and,  Charles  L.  Frost.  The  clerk 
issued  a  summons  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendants. 
The  sheriff  of  Madison  county  made  the  following  return  on  the 
summons,  "  Executed  by  reading  to  S.  Eider ;  C.  L.  Frost  not 
found."  Judgment  was  taken  by  default  against  the  two  defend- 
ants; although  the  process,  from  the  sheriff's  return,  had  only 
been  served  on  Eider.  This  writ  of  error  is  brought  to  reverse 
the  judgment. 

It  was  error  in  the  Court  to  have  rendered  judgment  against  the 
party  who  had  not  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit  against  him. 

As  the  judgment  is  one  entire  thing,  it  must  be  reversed  as  to 
both  defendants.  The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Madison 
county  is  therefore  reversed,  with  costs,  and  the  cause  is  remanded 
■with  instructions  to  render  judgment  against  S.  Eider,  upon  whom 
the  process  was  served. 

Judgment  reversed. 


John  Haekis,  appellant,  v.  Benjamin  C.  Jenks, 
appellee.) 

Appeal  from   Warren. 

If  the  words  "  State  of  Illinois  "  apj)ear  in  an^  part  of  a  Bummons,  it  is  sufficient.    It  is 

not  necessary  that  they  should  be  in  the  caption. 
Where  a  suit  was  dismissed  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  because  the  words  "the  State  of 

Illinois"  were  omitted  in  the  summons,  and  on  appeal  the  Circuit  Court  allowed  the 

summons  to  be  amended  by  inserting  those  words  :   Held,  that  there  was  no  error. 
A  justice  of  the  peace,  under  the  act  of  March  2,  1833,  has  jurisdiction  of  an  unliquidated 

account  exceeding  $100,  but  reduced  below  that  sum  by  fair  credits. 

This  was  a  suit  originally  commenced  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  on  the  following  account : 

"Monmouth,  February  19,  1839. 

"John  Harris  to  B.  C.  Jenks,  Br. 

"  To  hauling  from  St.  Louis  to  Warren  county  2,747  lbs.  of  goods, 

wares  and  merchandise,  at  $4  per  hundred, $109  88 

Cr.  by  cash, 13  00 

Balance  due, $96  88  " 


This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Warren  Circuit  Court,  to  which 
the  cause  was  appealed  at  the  May  term,  1839,  before  the  Hon. 
James  H.  Ealston  and  a  jury.     Verdict  and  judgment  were  ren- 
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dered  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  Court  below  for  $89.45  and  costs. 
The  defendant  appealed  to  this  Court. 

A.  Williams,  for  the  appellant,  contended,  1st.  The  justice's 
process  was  defective,  and  if  he  had  the  power  to  amend  it,  it  was 
a  discretionary  power,  and  consequently  it  was  not  error  to  quash 
it.  The  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court  in  this  case  was  in  the 
nature  of  a  writ  of  error. 

2d.  The  justice  had  no  jurisdiction — the  amount  of  the  account 
being  over  $100,  and  not  reduced  and  ascertained  by  fair  credits, 
&c.  R.  L.,  386,  415 ;  Gales  Stat,  402,  425  ;  Clark  v.  Cornelius, 
Breese,  21;  Blue  v.  Yanlandingham,  Breese,  293;  Sands  v.  Delap, 
Forman,  116 ;  1  Scam.,  168. 

O.  H.  Browning,  for  the  appellee. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  :(1) 

This  was  a  suit  brought  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for 
Warren  county,  by  Benjamin  C.  Jenks  against  John  Harris,  for 
$96.88. 

When  the  cause  came  on  for  trial  before  the  justice  of  the 
peace  it  was  dismissed  because  the  words  "the  State  of  Illinois  " 
were  not  inserted  in  the  caption  of  the  summons.  It  was  then 
appealed  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Warren  county.  On  motion,  it 
was  there  ordered  by  the  Court,  that  the  plaintiff"  Jenks  have 
leave  to  amend  the  summons  by  inserting  the  words  "  the  State 
of  Illinois." 

On  the  trial  the  plaintiff  proved  his  account.  He  also  proved 
by  Walter  Butler  that  the  witness  loaned  Jenks  ten  dollars  on 
account  of  Harris,  and  that  Harris  handed  the  witness  $13,  at  St. 
Louis,  for  Jenks,  and  Jenks  got  goods  at  St.  Louis  on  account 
of  Harris.  Witness  knew  of  no  settlement  between  the  parties, 
nor  did  he  know  that  the  money  and  goods  were  to  be  applied  on 
plaintiff's  account,  but  understood  they  were.  The  defendant 
moved  the  Court  to  instruct  the  jury  as  in  case  of  nonsuit.  The 
motion  was  overruled,  and  verdict  and  judgment  were  then  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  for  $96.88. 
To  reverse  the  judgment  this  appeal  is  brought. 

For  aught  that  appears,  the  words  "the  State  of  Illinois" 
might  have  appeared  on  some  other  part  of  the  summons.  It  does 
not  necessarily  follow  that  the  process  did  not  run  in  the  proper 
name.  It  is  immaterial  in  what  part  of  the  summons  the  words 
"the  State  of  Illinois"  appear;  and  by  the  35th  section  of  an 
"  Act  concerning  Justices  of  the  Peace  and  Constables  "{^)  it  is 
provided  that  the  Circuit  Court  shall  at  any  time  admit  of  such 
amendment  of  the  papers  and  proceedings  as  may  be  necessary 

(1)  Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  was  not  present  on  the  argument  of  this  cause. 

(2)  R.  L.,  396;  Gale's  Stat.,  410. 
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to  a  fair  trial  of  the  cAse  upon  its  merits.  Under  this  statute  it 
woald  seem  that  the  Court  had  a  right  to  order  the  amendment. 

We  see  no  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  on  account 
of  the  amount  in  controversy.  In  the  case  of  Hugunin  v.  Nichol- 
son,(1)  it  was  decided  that  a  justice  of  the  peace  has  jurisdiction 
in  a  case  where  the  original  indebtedness  exceeds  one  hundred 
dollars,  but  has  been  reduced  below  that  sum  b.y  fair  credits.  It 
is  not  necessary  that  the  accounts  between  the  parties  should  be 
liquidated.  The  act  of  March  2]  1838,  provides  for  a  case  like  the 
present. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Warren  county  is  affirmed 
with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.  See  State  Bank  v.  Buckmaster,  Breeee,  133. 
(1)  1  Scam.,  575. 


Andrew  Jones,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  The  People  of  the 
State  of  Illinois,  defendants  in  error. 

Error  to  Jackson. 

An  indictment  against  a  justice  of  the  peace,  for  malfeasance  in  office,  in  refusing  to  issue 
subpojuas,  should  charge  that  he  "  -willfully  and  corruptly  refused  to  issue  subpoenas. '» 

This  cause  was  tried  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  October  term, 
1838,  before  the  Hon.  Walter  B.  Scates  and  a  jury. 

D.  J.  Baker,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Geo.  W.  Olney,  Attorney-General,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  :(2) 
This  was  an  indictment  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Jackson  county 
against  one  Andrew  Jones.  It  avers  that  Andrew  Jones  was  a 
justice  of  the  peace  of  Jackson  county,  and  had  one  John  King 
arrested  and  brought  before  him  for  the  supposed  crime  of  perjury. 
The  only  charge  attempted  to  be  set  out  in  the  indictment  is,  that 
the  said  Andrew  Jones,  justice  of  the  peace  as  aforesaid,  refused  to 
issue  subpoenas  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  John  King,  and  imme- 
diately forced  the  said  John  King  into  a  trial,  and  adjudged  him 
guilty  of  said  offense,  and  required  him  to  enter  into  a  recogniz- 
ance for  his  appearance  at  the  May  term  of  the  Jackson  Circuit 
Court,  in  the  year  1838.  The  indictment  avers  that,  on  so  refusing 
to  issue  subpoenas,  at  the  request  of  the  said  John  King,  the  said 

(2)  Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  was  not  present  on  the  argument  of  this  cause. 
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Andrew  Jones  was  guilty  of  malfeasance  in  office,  contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against 
the  peace  and  dignity  of  the  people  of  the  State  of  Illinois.  To 
the  indictment  the  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty.  Jury  and  verdict 
of  guilty,  to  reverse  which,  this  writ  of  error  is  brought. 

Before  the  jury  was  sworn  the  defendant  moved  the  Court  to 
quash  the  indictment.  The  motion  was  overruled  by  the  Court. 
After  the  jury  brought  in  their  verdict  of  guilty  the  defendant 
moved  for  a  new  trial,  which  was 'overruled  by  the  Court.  This 
indictment  is  found  under  a  statute  of  this  State.  The  indictment 
attempted  to  charge  Andrew  Jones  with  malfeasance  in  office.  To 
make  this  indictment  good,  it  ought  to  have  been  charged  that  the 
defendant  "  willfully  and  corruptly  refused  to  issue  subpoenas."(«) 
The  offense  is  not  set  out  in  the  indictment  in  the  terms  of  the 
statute,  nor  in  such  a  way  as  it  can  be  understood.  The  Court 
erred  in  not  overruling  the  motion  to  quash  the  indictment. 

Let  the  judgment  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  to  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Jackson  county. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(a)  Wickersbam  v.  People,  1  Scam.  R.,  128. 


Alexander  Campbell,  appellant,  v.  William  L.  Hum- 
PHEiES,  appellee. 

Appeal  from,  McDonough. 

To  an  action  by  the  payee  of  a  promissory  note,  against  the  maker,  the  defendant  pleaded 
that  the  plaintiff  assigned  the  note,  by  endorsement,  to  one  Robertson,  who,  in  like 
manner,  assigned  the  note  to  one  Bacon,  who,  in  like  manner,  assigned  the  same  to 
Atkinson  »fc  Co.,  who  are  the  legal  holders  of  the  note  :  Held,  That  the  facts  stated  in 
the  plea  were  a  bar  to  the  action. 

The  rule  of  law  is  well  settled,  that  the  party  in  whom  the  legal  interest  in  a  promissory 
note  is  vested  must  bring  the  action  to  recover  its  contents. (a) 

If  the  payee,  or  any  assignor  of  a  promissory  note,  has  been  under  the  necessity  of  taking 
up  the  note,  his  right  of  action  revives. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  brought  by  Humphries  against  Camp- 
bell, upon  a  promissory  note  in  the  following  form : 

"  Two  years  after  date,  I  promise  to  pay  William  L.  Humphries 
two  hundred  and  thirty-two  dollars,  thirty  three  and  one-third 
cents,  for  value  received,  with  interest  from  this  date.  Witness 
my  hand  and  seal,  this  8th  day  of  January,  1828. 

Test,  R.  M.  Woods.  ALEX'R  CAMPBELL,  [seal.]" 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  May  term,  1840,  of  the  McDonough 
Circuit  Court,  before  the  Hon.   Peter  Lott.     Judgment  was  ren- 

(a)  Kyle  v.  Thompson,  Ante,  432 ;  Chadsey  v.  Lewis,  1  Gil.  E.,  158. 
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dered  for  the  plaintiff  for  $212.33  debt,  and  $168.17  damages. 
Tlie  defendant  appealed  to  this  Court. 

Cyrus  Walker,  for  the  appellant,  cited  Kyle  v.  Thompson 
Ante,  432 ;  1  Bibb,  154 ;  2  Salkeld,  691 ;  1  Strange,  480. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  deht  commenced  by  Humphries  against 
Campbell  on  a  sealed  promissory  note. 

The  defendant  pleaded  several  pleas,  but  it  is  only  necessary  to 
notice  the  following  one,  to  wit:  That  on  the  9th  day  of  April, 
1836,  at  the  county  aforesaid,  by  endorsement,  on  said  writing 
obligatory,  the  plaintiff  assigned  the  same  to  James  R.  Robertson, 
who,  in  like  manner,  assigned,  on  the  29th  day  of  July,  1837,  at 
"  the  county  aforesaid,  the  same  to  Charles  W.  Bacon,  who,  in  like 
manner,  assigned  the  same  to  John  Atkinson  &  Co.,  on  the  day 
last  mentioned,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  who  are  the  legal  owners 
thereof  To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred,  and  the  Court  sus- 
tained the  demurrer. 

The  assignment  of  errors  questions  the  correctness  of  this 
decision. 

The  rule  of  law  is  well  settled  that  the  party  in  whom  the  legal 
interest  is  vested  must  bring  the  action. 

The  statute  relative  to  promissory  notes  and  making  them  assign 
able,  passed  the  3d  of  January,  1827,  declares  that  "  any  such  note 
bond,  bill,  or  other  instrument  in  writing,  made  payable  to  any  per- 
son or  persons,  shall  be  assignable  by  endorsement  thereon,  under 
the  hand  or  hands  of  sucb  person  or  persons,  and  of  his,  her  or  their 
assignee  or  assignees,  in  the  same  manner  as  bills  of  exchange  are, 
so  as  absolutely  to  transfer  and  vest  the  property  thereof  in  each 
and  every  assignee  or  assignees  successively.  And  any  assignee  or 
assignees  to  whom  such  sum  of  money  or  personal  property  is  by 
such  endorsement  or  endorsements  made  payable,  or  in  case  of  the 
death  of  such  assignee  or  assignees,  his,  her  or  their  executors  or 
administrators,  may,  in  his,  her,  or  their  own  name  or  names,  insti- 
tute and  maintain  the  same  kind  of  action  for  the  recovery  thereof 
against  the  person  or  persons  who  made  and  executed  any  such 
note,  bond,  bill  or  other  instrument  in  writing,  or  against  his,  her 
or  their  heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  as  might  have  been 
maintained  against  him,  her  or  them,  by  the  obligee  or  payee,  in 
case  the  same  had  not  been  assigned,"(l) 

Under  this  statute,  the  assignments  made  on  the  note  vested  the 
legal  title  in  the  last  assignees.  In  them  alone  was  the  legal  inter- 
est in  the  note  vested,  and  they  alone  can  bring  suit. 

If  the  payee,  or  any  assignor,  has  been  under  the  necessity  of 
taking  up  the  note,  his  right  of  action  revives ;  but  in  this  case,  the 

(I)  R.  L.,  48-2;  Gale's  Stat.,  525,  526. 
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plaintiff,  by  demurring  to  the  defendant's  plea,  has  admitted  that 
the  legal  interest  in  the  note  has  been  transferred  to  Atkinson  & 
Co,,  and  consequently  he  cannot  maintain  the  suit.    The  judgment 
must  be  reversed  with  costs. 
Judgment  reversed. 

Note. — See  Brinkley  v.  Going,  Breese,  288,  289  ;  McHenry  v.  Eidgely,  A7ite,  310 ;  Kyle 
V.  Thompson,  Ante,  432. 

Where  a  bill  of  exchange  is  specially  endorsed,  and  the  endorsement  is  uncanceled,  and 
there  is  no  re-endorsement,  nor  other  evidence  of  subsequent  assignment,  possession  by 
original  endorser  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  ownership.  Picquet  v.  Curtis,  1  Sumner  C. 
C.  R.,  478. 

The  endorsee  of  a  vyitnessed  promissory  note  may  maintain  au  action  thereon  for  his 
own  use,  in  the  name  of  the  payee,  against  the  maker,  after  the  expiration  of  six  years 
from  the  time  when  the  cause  of  action  occurred,  if  such  action  is  brought  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  payee,  or  he  makes  no  objection  thereto.  Hodges  v.  Holland,  19  Pick.,  43. 

When  a  bill  is  endorsed  in  full,  the  endorsee  is  the  legal  owner,  and  cannot  sue  in  the 
name  of  the  payee.  If,  after  such  endorsement,  it  comes  back  in  due  course  of  commer- 
cial dealing  into  the  payee's  hands,  he  may  strike  out  the  endorsement  and  sue.  Bowie, 
use  of  Ladd  v.  Duvall,  1  Gill,  and  Johns. ,175 ;  Thompson  v.  Coquillard,  3  Blackf.,  437  ; 
Smith  V.  Runnells,  Walker,  144  ;  Neyfong  v.  Wells,  Hardin,  561. 

In  an  action  by  the  endorsee  of  a  note,  against  his  immediate  endorser,  a  plea  that, 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff  transferred  the  note  to  a  third  person, 
"who  was  then  the  true  and  lawful  owner  and  possessor  of  the  note,  is  a  bar  to  a  recovery. 
But  a  replication  that  the  suit  is  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  by  or  for  the 
benefit  of  the  true  holder  of  the  note,  would  be  a  good  answer  to  such  a  plea.  Waggoner 
V.  Colvin,  11  Wend.,  27. 

The  holder  of  negotiable  paper  may  bring  an  action  upon  it  in  the  name  of  a  person 
having  no  interest  in  it ;  ana  it  is  no  defense  to  such  suit  that  it  is  brought  without  the 
knowledge,  assent  or  authority  of  the  nominal  plaintiff.  Gage  v.  Kendall.  15  Wend.,  640. 


CooNROD  Haei^ey  and  Sopheonia  Haet^ey,  aj)pellants, 
V.  John  Doe,  ex  dem.  Josiah  Lamboen,  apjDellee. 

Appeal  from  Morgan. 

In  ejectment,  where  the  tenant  enters  into  the  consent  rule,  and  is  made  defendant 
instead  of  the  casual  ejector,  it  is  error  to  proceed  to  trial  and  judgment  against  him 
without  filing  a  declaration  against  him  ;  and  his  pleading  to  the  original  declaration 
against  the  casual  ejector  will  not  cure  the  error. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  October  term, 
1838,  before  the  Hon.  Jesse  B.  Thomas. 

William  Thomas,  for  the  appellants. 

Murray  McConnel,  for  the  appellee. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  :(1) 
This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  the  lessor  of  the 

(1)  Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  was  not  present  on  the  argument  of  this  cause. 
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plaintiff,  against  Richard  Roe,  the  casual  ejector,  David  Dudhope, 
tenant,  for  the  recovery  of  the  east  half,  of  the  northeast  quarter 
of  section  11,  in  township  14  N.,  R.  10  west  of  the  third  principal 
meridian. 

At  the  return  term  of  the  notice  to  appear,  by  consent,  Coonrod 
and  Sophronia  Harney  appeared  and  entered  into  the  common 
consent  rule,  by  which  they  agreed  to  appear  and  receive  a  decla- 
ration in  an  action  of  trespass  and  ejectment  for  the  premises  in 
question,  and  forthwith  plead  not  guilty,  and  on  the  trial  confess 
lease,  entry,  and  ouster,  &c.  But  it  does  not  appear  from  the 
record  that  any  new  declaraiion  was  filed,  or  the  original  so  altered 
as  to  make  Coonrod  and  Sophronia  Harney  defendants  to  the 
suit.  At  the  term  subsequent  to  the  return  term,  Coonrod  and 
Sophronia  Harney  filed  a  plea  of  not  guilty,  and  the  cause  was 
tried  by  a  jury,  who  gave  the  verdict  against  them.  The  Court 
below  thereupon  rendered  judgment  that  the  plaintiff  should 
recover  possession  of  the  premises  with  costs. 

A  bill  of  exceptions  was  taken  on  the  trial,  giving  the  evidence 
adduced,  but  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  state. 

One  of  the  errors  relied  on  is,  that  no  declaration  had  been  filed 
against  the  defendants  below.  This  is  fatal.  Without  a  declara- 
tion against  the  defendants,  there  was  no  cause  of  action  exhibited 
against  them,  upon  which  to  found  a  recovery.  This  point  was 
decided  at  the  last  June  term  of  this  Court,  in  the  case  of  Ayres 
v.  Doe,  ex  dein,  McConnel.(l) 

The  judgment  is  consequently  reversed,  with  costs. 

Judgraent  reversed. 

(1)  Ante,  307. 


Edward  H.  James  and  James  L.  James,  appellants,  v. 
Alexander  Dunlap,  appellee. 

Appeal  from  Morgan. 

To  an  action  of  replevin  for  taking  mules  and  horses,  being  the  property  of  the  plaintiff, 
out  of  his  possession,  the  defendant  avowed  the  taking  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  attach- 
ment, which  was  delivered  to  him  as  sheiiff  of  the  county  of  Morgan.  To  the  avowry 
the  plaintiff  pleaded  that  the  defendant  was  not  sheriff  on  the  day  of  the  issuing  of  the 
attachment,  and  at  the  time  of  the  levy  thereof.  The  defendant  demurred  to  the  plea  : 
Held,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  because  it  attempted  to  put  in  issue  the  fact  whether 
the  defendant  was  sheriff  on  the  day  of  the  issuing  of  the  writ,  which  was  wholly 
immaterial.    If  the  defendant  was  slieriff  at  the  date  of  the  levy,  it  was  sufficient. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  April  term, 
1838,  before  the  Hon.  William  Thomas.     Judgment  was  rendered 
Vol.  II.  61 
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for  the  defendant  on  demurrer.     The  plaintiff  appealed  to  this 
Court. 

H.  B.  McClure,  for  the  appellants,  cited  7  Johns.,  650 ;  9 
Johns.,  185. 

R.  Yates,  for  the  appellee. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  for  replevin  commenced  by  E.  H.  and  J.  L. 
James  against  Dunlap.  The  declaration  alleges  that  the  defendant 
on  the  29th  day  of  November,  1888,  took  certain  mules  and  horses, 
being  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  out  of  their  possession. 

The  defendant  avows  that  on  the  28th  of  November,  1888,  cer- 
tain attachments  were  issued  against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
plaintiffs  which  were  delivered  to  the  defendant,  who  was  then 
sheriff  of  the  county  of  Morgan,  to  execute,  and  that  on  the  day 
and  year,  and  at  the  place  in  said  declaration  mentioned,  he  seized 
and  took  possession  of  said  property,  and  did  detain  the  same,  as 
was  his  duty,  for  the  causes  aforesaid.  To  this  avowry  the  plaint- 
iffs pleaded  that  on  the  day  of  issuing  said  attachments,  and  at  the 
time  of  said  supposed  levy  thereof,  the  said  defendant  was  not 
sheriff  of  the  county  of  Morgan,  To  this  plea  the  defendant 
demurred,  and  the  Court  sustained  the  demurrer.  The  only 
question  presented  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  plea  was  a  good 
bar  to  the  defendant's  avowry. 

The  objection  taken  to  the  plea  is,  that  it  attempts  to  put  in 
issue  the  fact  whether  Dunlap  was  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Morgan 
on  the  day  of  issuing  the  writs  of  attachment,  as  well  as  on  the 
day  the  levy  was  made.  This  was  wholly  immaterial.  If  Dunlap 
was  sheriff  on  the  day  he  levied  the  attachments  on  the  property, 
his  avowry  was  sufficient.  The  attempt,  therefore,  of  the  plaint- 
iffs, to  put  in  issue  the  fact  whether  Dunlap  was  sheriff  on  the  day 
of  the  issuing  the  writs  of  attachment,  and  which,  it  appears  from 
the  pleadings,  was  on  a  day  previous  to  the  seizure  of  the  goods, 
was  clearly  wrong.  For  this  reason  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
below  must  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


The  People,   ex  relatione  Jaimes   Eisk,   v.  Maek   W. 
Fletchee,  Clerk  of  the  Kane  Circuit  Court. 

In  the  receiving  and  filing  the  bond  of  a  sheriff,  and  administering  to  him  the  oaths  of 
office,  a  clerk  of  a  Circuit  Court  acts  ministerially,  under  the  direction  of  the  law,  and 
not  of  the  Court ;  and  these  acts  may  be  done  as  well  out  of  court  as  in  court. 
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A  slieriff  elect  has  thirty  days  after  notice  by  the  clerk  of  the  receipt  of  his  commission 
within  which  to  tile  his  bond  and  take  the  oaths  of  office  ;  and  tliis  time  is  allowed  him. 
whether  a  term  of  the  Court  intervenes  or  not. 

When  a  judge  of  a  Circuit  Court  has  approved  of  the  bond  of  a  sheriff,  his  duties  cease, 
and  he  has  no  more  control  over  it. 

Where  a  sheriff  elect,  at  the  first  term  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  this  county,  after  receiving 
notice  of  the  receipt  of  his  commission  by  the  clerk,  prepared  his  bond,  which  was 
approved  by  the  Court,  but  the  sheriff  did  not  appear  in  person  and  offer  the  bond,  or 
offer  to  take  the  oaths  of  office,  either  in  court,  or  before  the  clerk  during  the  continu- 
ance of  the  term,  but  presented  his  bond  to  the  clerk,  and  offered  to  take  the  oaths  of 
office,  after  the  adjournment  of  Court,  but  before  the  expiration  of  thirty  days  from  the 
time  he  received  notice  of  the  receipt  of  his  commission,  and  the  clerk  then  refused  to 
receive  the  bond,  and  administer  to  him  the  oaths  of  office,  a  writ  of  mandamus  was 
awarded  to  compel  the  clerk  to  receive  the  bond,  and  administer  the  oaths  of  office. 

At  tlie  present  term,  Onslow  Peters,  an  attorney  of  this  Court, 
filed  the  following  petition  : 

''  To  the  Honorable  the  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court,  at  a 
term  thereof  begun  and  holden  at  Springfield,  on  the  second  Monday 
of  December,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  eighteen  hundred  and 
forty. 

"Respectfully  represents  unto  your  Honors,  James  Risk,  of  the 
county  of  Kane,  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  that  he  was  a  candidate  for 
election  to  the  office  of  sheriff  of  said  county,  at  the  general  elec- 
tion hold6n  in  and  for  said  county,  on  the  second  day  of  August, 
J.mioZ)omm{  eighteen  hundred  and  forty;  and  that,  at  said  election, 
your  petitioner  received  a  majority  of  all  the  votes  polled  for  sherift 
of  said  county;  your  petitioner  receiving  six  hundred  and  forty- 
seven  votes  for  said  office,  and  Leonard  Howard,  the  opposing  can- 
didate, receiving  six  hundred  and  twenty-three  votes  for  said  office, 
as  will  more  fully  appear  by  the  official  certificate  of  the  Secretary 
of  State  of  this  State,  hereunto  annexed,  and  made  part  hereof, 
marked  (A.) 

"And  your  petitioner  further  represents,  that  the  proper  certifi- 
cates of  your  petitioner's  election  were  duly  made  by  the  proper 
officers  of  the  said  county  of  Kane,  and  forwarded  to  and  received 
in  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  on  the  fifteenth  day  of  said 
August ;  and  thereupon,  on  the  same  day.  His  Excellency,  Thomas 
Carlin,  Grovernor  of  this  State,  issued  a  commission  in  due  form  of 
law,  under  the  Great  Seal  of  State,  duly  commissioning  your 
petitioner  as  sheriff  of  said  county  of  Kane ;  which  commission  was 
thereafterwards,  on  the  same  day,  sent  by  mail  to  Mark  W.  Fletcher, 
of  Geneva,  the  county  seat  of  said  county  of  Kane;  said  Fletcher 
then  and  ever  since  being  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  and  for  said 
county.  The  fact  of  issuing  and  forwarding  of  said  commission  will 
more  fully  appear  by  reference  to  the  document  hereinbefore  refer- 
red to.  marked  (A.) 

''  And  your  petitioner  further  shows,  that  the  said  commission 
was  duly  received  by  the  said  Fletcher,  clerk  as  aforesaid,  on  or 
before  the  first  day  of  September,  A.  D.  1840,  and  the  said  Fletcher, 
as  clerk  as  aforesaid,  on  said  first  day  of  September,  made  out 
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and  caused  to  be  delivered  to  your  petitioner  a  notice  in  writing, 
notifying  jour  petitioner  that  the  commission  aforesaid  was  received 
bv  the  said  Fletcher,  clerk  as  aforesaid,  which  written  notice  is 
hereunto  annexed,  and  made  part  hereof,  marked  (B.) 

"And  your  petitioner  further  represents,  that  a  term  of  the  Cir- 
cuit was  begun  and  holden  at  Geneva  aforesaid,  in  and  for  the  said 
county  of  Kane,  on  the  Monday  of  said  September,  which 

was  within  thirty  days  after  the  date  and  delivery  of  said  notice, 
and  which  was  the  first  term  of  the  said  Court  in  said  county  after 
the  date  and  delivery  of  said  notice.  And  your  petitioner  at  said 
term  presented  to  the  Honorable  Thomas  Ford,  Judge  of  the  Ninth 
Judicial  Circuit,  and  then  the  presiding  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court 
in  said  county,  in  open  court,  a  bond  duly  signed  and  sealed  by 
your  petitioner,  and  by  good  and  sufficient  sureties,  in  the  penal 
sum,  and  upon  the  conditions  required  by  law,  of  sheriffs  elect  to 
make  and  enter  into,  before  taking  the  oaths  and  entering  upon  the 
performance  of  the  duties  of  sheriffs  in  this  State ;  which  bond  was 
duly  approved  by  said  presiding  judge,  in  open  court,  during  the 
said  term  of  the  said  Court,  which  will  more  fully  appear  by  the 
said  bond,  and  the  certificate  of  the  said  judge  thereto  attached, 
and  which  is  herewith  exhibited,  marked  (C.) 

"  And  your  petitioner  further  represents,  that  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  the  sixteenth  day  of  September  aforesaid,  on  the  day  of,  but 
after,  the  adjournment  of  the  Court,  your  petitioner  called  upon  the 
said  Mark  W.  Fletcher,  clerk  as  aforesaid,  at  his  office  in  said 
Geneva,  and  then  and  there  tendered  to  him,  the  said  Fletcher, 
clerk  as  aforesaid,  the  bond  aforesaid,  with  the  certificate  of  the  said 
judge  thereto  appended,  and  then  and  there  requested  him,  as  such 
clerk,  to  administer  to  your  petitioner  the  oaths  of  office,  as  such 
sherifi^,  as  required  by  law  in  such  cases ;  and  to  receive  such  bond 
and  file  the  same  ;  and  to  deliver  to  your  petitioner  the  commission 
aforesaid.  And  on  the  nineteenth  day  of  said  September,  your 
petitioner  again  called  upon  the  said  Fletcher,  clerk  as  aforesaid,  at 
the  place  aforesaid,  and  again  tendered  him  the  said  bond ;  requested 
him  to  receive  and  file  the  same,  and  administer  the  oaths  of  office 
to  your  petitioner,  and  deliver  the  commission  aforesaid  to  your 
petitioner ;  but  the  said  Fletcher  both  on  the  said  sixteenth  and  on 
the  said  nineteenth  day  of  September,  wholly  refused  to  receive  and 
file  the  said  bond,  to  administer  the  said  oaths  of  office,  or  deliver 
to  your  petitioner  the  commission  aforesaid.  By  reason  of  all 
which  your  petitioner  is  prevented  from  entering  upon  the  perform- 
ance of  the  duties  of  sherifi"  of  said  county,  and  is  kept  out  of  said 
office  to  which  he  is  justly  and  legally  entitled. 

"  Wherefore  your  petitioner  prays  your  Honors  to  grant  a  writ  of 
mandamus  under  the  seal  of  this  Court,  directed  to  the  said  Mark 
W.  Fletcher,  clerk  as  aforesaid,  commanding  him  forthwith  to 
receive  and  file  the  said  bond  in  his  office,  to  administer  to  your 
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petitioner  the  oaths  of  office,  in  such  cases  required  by  law,  to  deliver 
to  your  petitioner  the  commission  aforesaid,  and  to  do  aud  perform 
all  such  acts  and  things  in  the  premises  as  tlie  law  requires,  and  for 
such  other  and  further  relief  as  to  your  Honors  ma}^  seem  meet, 
and  to  justice  and  right  may  appertain.  —  And  as  in  duty  bound 
will  ever  pray,  &c.  "  JAMES  EISK, 

"  By  his  Att'y,  Onslow  Peters." 

At  the  same  time  the  following  stipulation  was  filed  by  the  coun- 
sel for  the  respective  parties  : 

"Supreme  Court,  December  Term,  1840. 

"  The  People,  ex  relatione  James  Risk,  v.  Mark  "W.  Fletcher. 

"In  the  above  entitled  cause  the  parties  agree  that  the  facts 
stated  in  the  foregoing  petition  are  correctly  stated,  and  that  the 
facts  set  forth  in  the  petition  and  the  memorandum  thereto  annexed, 
signed  by  the  counsel  of  both  parties,  shall  be  considered  by  the 
Court  the  same  as  if  they  were  returned  by  the  said  Fletcher  to  an 
alternative  mandamus. 

"It  is  admitted  that  the  said  Risk  did  not  appear  in  person  in 
Court,  and  offer  said  bond,  nor  did  he  appear  in  Court  and  offer  to 
take  the  oaths  of  office,  in  Court,  or  before  the  clerk,  in  Court,  at 
said  term,  or  before  the  clerk,  out  of  Court,  during  the  continuance 
of  said  term. 

"  And  it  is  further  a2:reed,  that  the  Court,  on  the  hearins;  of  the 
petition,  shall  make  a  final  order,  or  grant  a  peremptory  onaiidamus, 
if  the  case  requires  it,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  an  alternative  writ 
of  mandamus  had  issued,  and  return  thereto  had  been  duly  made 
by  the  said  defendant,  embodying  those  facts. 

"  ONSLOW  PETERS,  AHty  for  the  Relator. 
"  M.  McCONNELL,  AHty  for  the  Respondent:' 

[The  exhibits  mentioned  in  the  petition  are  omitted  by  the 
Reporter.] 

Onslow  Peters,  for  the  relator,  contended  : 

1.  The  clerk  is  a  ministerial  ofiicer,  and  the  duty  required  of 
him  is  merely  ministerial,  in  administering  the  oaths  to  the  sheriff 
elect.  The  consequences  would  be  disastrous  indeed,  if  the  clerk 
through  ignorance,  malice,  hatred,  or  bribery,  could  constitute  him- 
self a  judge,  and  determine  for  himself  whether  he  will  perform 
his  duty ;  and  whether  the  sheriff  elect  is  entitled  to  the  office. 

2.  The  statute  is  directory,  and  is  to  be  liberally  construed  ;  and 
the  law  especially  in  elective  offices  will  not,  without  extreme  neces- 
sity, be  so  construed  as  to  defeat  the  expressed  will  of  the  people. 

3.  Risk  had  the  full  thirty  days  after  the  notice  from  the  clerk 
to  file  his  bond,  and  take  the  oaths  of  office.  The  only  act  he  is 
required  to  do  in  less  than  thirty  days  is,  to  have  his  bond  approved, 
if  there  shall  be  a  term  of  the  Court  within  that  time. 
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The  approval  of  the  bond  by  the  judge  is  a  necessary  prelimi- 
nary to  the  giving  it. 

it  cannot  take  effect  till  it  is  delivered  to  the  clerk,  and  this 
delivery  must  be  by  the  sheriff  elect  himself,  or  by  some  person 
by  him  duly  authorized,  so  as  to  make  it  his  act. 

The  judge  surely  is  not  the  agent,  and  has  no  authority  to  do  bflt 
one  act,  viz. :  approve  the  bond :  this  being  done,  his  functions  cease, 
and  this  act  of  the  judge  is  ministerial. 

The  act  of  delivery  must  be  subsequent,  and  it  must  be  the  act 
of  the  party  to  be  bound  by  the  bond ;  a  delivery  is  as  necessary 
in  this  as  any  other  case  of  a  deed. 

No  forfeiture  can  attach  till  the  expiration  of  thirty  days.  By 
§  4,  it  is  provided,  that  if  such  sheriff  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to 
enter  into  bond,  and  to  take  the  oaths  within  the  time  above  speci- 
fied, &c.  (the  only  time  "  above  specified  "  is  thirty  days  from  the 
notice  of  the  clerk),  then  the  clerk  shall  notify  the  Governor.  He 
thus  again  acts  ministerially. 

4.  No  act  is  required  to  be  done  in  Court,  except  to  approve  the 
bond,  and  this  may  be  done  by  the  judge  in  term  time,  out  of  Court. 

By  §  2,  it  is  clear  that  the  clerk,  as  clerk,  and  without  any  super- 
vision of  the  Court,  is  to  administer  the  oaths,  certify  them,  &c. 
The  bond  is  to  be  filed  and  recorded  by  the  clerk.  By  this  statute, 
this  duty  of  the  clerk  to  administer  the  oaths,  &c.,  is  as  clearly  min- 
isterial as  it  is  to  issue  writs,  on  the  proper  application  of  the  party, 
or  any  other  of  his  mere  ministerial  duties. 

M.  McCoNNEL,  for  the  respondent,  referred  to  Apthorp  v.  North 
et  al.^  14  Mass.,  167,  as  decisive  of  the  question  that  the  act  is  to  be 
done  in  open  Court,  and  record  made  of  the  approval. 

The  clerk  can  make  no  record,  except  in  term  time,  and  all 
records  are  presumed  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Court. 
The  judge  must  approve  of  the  bond  as  a  Court,  and  the  approval 
is  a  nullity  unless  made  in  term  time. 

Peters,  in  reply,  referred  to  Mass.  Stat,  of  1794,  c.  53,  §  1. 
The  case  of  Apthorp  v.  North  has  no  bearing  on  this  case.  The 
Massachusetts  act,  under  which  this  decision  was  made,  is  entirely 
different  from  our  statute.  By  the  Mass.  act,  the  Court  is  annually 
to  enquire  into  the  sufficiency  of  the  sureties  in  the  sheriff's  bond, 
to  see  that  they  remain  sufficient ;  and  the  Court  is  to  make  a 
record  of  the  fact,  if  found  insufficient,  otherwise  no  record  is  made. 
Their  statute,  too,  requires  it  to  be  done  in  Court,  in  term  time. 
The  office  of  sheriff  in  that  State  is  holden  during  the  pleasure  of 
the  Grovernor. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 
This   is  a  petition  for   a   writ  of  mandamus   to   the   clerk  of 
the   Circuit   Court  of  Kane   county,  to  compel   him   to   admin- 
ister the  oaths  of  office  to  the  relator,  as  sheriff  of  that  county, 
to  receive  and  file  his  official  bond,  and  deliver  to  him  his  commis- 
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sion,  which,  it  is  admitted,  he  has  in  his  possession.  By  an  agree- 
ment appended  to  the  petition,  the  parties  admit  that  the  fact  stated 
iu  the  petition  are  truly  and  correctly  stated,  and  that  these  facts 
are  to  be  treated  by  the  Court  as  if  they  had  been  contained  in 
the  return  of  the  respondent  to  an  alternative  writ  of  mandamus. 
(Justice  Smith  here  recited  the  facts  as  set  forth  in  the  petition.) 

On  this  state  of  the  case,  the  first  enquiry  is,  what  was  the  duty 
of  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court?  We  are  of  the  opinion  that 
the  filing  of  the  bond  of  the  sheriff,  and  administering  the  oaths  of 
office,  is  merely  a  ministerial  duty.  The  clerk  has  no  right  to  take 
upon  himself  to  judge  as  to  the  qualifications  of  the  sheriff,  or  to 
determine  what  will  be  the  effect  of  his  performing  his  duty.  •  He 
must  perform  what  the  statute  has  required  of  him,  without  regard 
to  the  consequences.  If  there  is  any  controversy  about  the  title  to 
the  office,  it  cannot  be  enquired  into  collaterally.  A  proper  pro- 
ceeding for  the  purpose  is  by  writ  of  quo  warranto. 

But  the  enquiry  arises  what  was  the  duty  of  the  judge  of  the 
Circuit  Court,  and  in  what  light  is  his  act  approving  the  bond  to  be 
considered  ?  We  are  disposed  to  think  that  this  too  is  a  ministerial 
act.  He  is  to  enquire  into  the  sufficiency  of  the  sureties,  and 
then  to  certify  it  on  the  bond.  This  service  is  certainly  personal, 
and  it  may  be  partly  judicial,  and  partly  ministerial.  But  we  are 
satisfied,  that  when  he  has  approved  of  the  bond,  his  duties  cease, 
and  he  has  no  more  control  over  it.  It  is  then  perfected,  so  that 
the  sherifl'  can  at  any  time  thereafter,  within  the  time  limited  by 
law,  file  the  bond  and  qualify  himself  to  enter  upon  the  duties 
of  his  office. 

By  the  second  section  of  the  act(l)  concerning  sheriffs  and  cor- 
oners, the  sheriff  elect  is  required,  within  thirty  days  after  receiving 
the  notice  from  the  clerk,  to  enter  into  bond  to  the  people  of  the 
State,  to  be  approved  by  the  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  his 
county,  at  the  term  next  after  the  date  of  such  bond ;  and  at  the 
time  of  giving  the  bond,  he  is  required  to  take  and  subscribe,  before 
the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court,  the  oaths  required  by  law.  The 
act  contains  this  proviso,  that  if  no  Circuit  Court  shall  be  holden 
within  thirty  days  after  the  notice  of  the  commission  is  received,  as 
provided  in  the  first  section,  the  clerk  may  approve  the  bond, 
which  shall  be  good  and  valid  until  the  end  of  the  next  term  of  the 
Circuit  Court.  We  think  it  clear,  that,  in  the  performance  of  all 
tbese  acts,  the  clerk  acts  merely  ministerially,  and  is  not  acting  under 
the  control  or  direction  of  the  Court ;  and  that  the  giving  of  the 
bond  is  the  act  of  delivery  by  the  sheriff  himself,  or  by  some  one 
duly  authorized  to  act  in  his  behalf;  and  that  the  bond  has  no 
effect  till  thus  delivered  to  the  clerk,  to  be  by  him  filed  and  recorded. 

And  this  construction  is  fortified  by  reference  to  the  third  section 
of  the  act.     This  section  directs  that  the  oaths  taken  and  bond  given, 

(1)  R.  L.,  573 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  652,  653. 
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as  required  by  the  second  section,  shall  be  filed  and  recorded  by  the 
clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court ;  and  the  taking  of  the  oaths  shall  be 
certified  by  him  on  the  back  of  the  commission.  The  only  reas- 
onable construction  to  be  given  to  this  language  is,  that  all  these 
acts,  thus  required  of  the  clerk,  are  to  be  performed  by  him  as 
clerk,  acting  ministerially,  under  the  direction  of  the  law,  and  not 
under  the  direction  of  the  Court ;  and  they  may  be  done  as  well 
out  of  court,  as  in  court. 

Another  question  presented  for  our  consideration  is,  whether  the 
sheriff  elect,  the  relator  in  this  case,  had  the  full  thirtj'-  days  after 
notice  by  the  clerk  of  the  receipt  of  his  commission,  within  which 
to  qualify  himself,  by  filing  his  bond  and  taking  the  oaths  required 
by  law. 

On  looking  into  the  4th  section  of  the  same  act,  we  find  a  pro- 
vision, that  if  the  sheriff  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  enter  into  bond, 
and  "  take  the  oaths  above  required,  within  the  time  above  specified, 
the  ofiice  shall  be  deemed  vacant."  These  words,  "  the  time  above 
specified,"  can  refer  only  to  the  thirty  days  mentioned  in  the 
second  section,  within  which  the  bond  is  to  be  given,  and  the  oaths 
taken ;  and,  until  the  expiration  of  that  time,  the  ofiice  does  not 
become  vacant.  We  think  the  thirty  days  are  to  be  computed  from 
the  time  of  the  notice  given  by  the  clerk,  and  this  time  is  allowed 
him  whether  a  term  of  the  Court  intervenes  or  not. 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion,  that  a  peremptory  writ  of  manda- 
mus issue,  directed  to  the  respondent,  requiring  him  to  receive,  file, 
and  record  the  bond  of  the  relator,  and  administer  to  him  the 
oaths  of  office,  and  deliver  to  him  his  commission,  and  to  do  all 
things  in  the  premises,  which  the  law  and  justice  require. 

Peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  awarded. 


Ormsby  Vaist  WijN'kle  and  Enoch  Wakefield,  plaint- 
ifits  in  error,  v.  Paul  Beck,  Sen.,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Fayette. 

Where  a  snit  is  pending  before  a  jnstice  of  a  peace,  and  the  parties  refer  the  same  to 

arbitrators,  they  must  be  boilnd  by  the  decision  of  the  arbitrators. 
An  appeal  does  not  lie  from  a  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  upon  the  award  of 

arbitrators,  (a) 

This  was  an  action  commenced  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  against 
the  defendant  in  error,  before  Mark  E.  Jones,  a  justice  of  the 
peace  of  Fayette  county,  and  referred  to  arbitrators  by  the  parties. 
The  arbitrators  awarded  thirty-eight  cents  to  the  plaintiff",  and  the 
justice  rendered  judgment  accordingly.  The  plaintiff"  appealed  to 
the  Circuit  Court,  where,  on  motion  of  the  defendant,  the  appeal 
was   dismissed,    at  the   October   term,    1839,    the   Hon.    Sidney 

(a)  But  see  Laws  1840,  p.  108  ;  Eogers  v.  Holden,  13  111.  R.,  293. 
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Breese  presiding.     The  cause  was  brought  to  this  Court  by   writ 
of  error. 

JosiAH  FiSK,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  cited  R  L.,  (392,  §§  20,) 
395,  §§  30,  34 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  407,  409,  410. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  originally  a  suit  brought  before  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  Fayette  county.  The  plaintiffs  and  defendant,  by  mutual  con- 
sent, submitted  the  decision  of  their  cause  to  arbitrators  chosen 
by  them,  who  returned  an  award  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  upon 
which  award  the  justice  rendered  a  judgment  for  a  certain  amount 
and  costs,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  asrainst  the  defendant.  From 
which  award  and  judgment  of  the  justice,  the  plaintiffs  appealed 
to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Fayette  county.  The  defendant  moved 
the  Court  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  which  motion  was  sustained  by 
the  Court,  and  the  suit  dismissed.  To  reverse  the  decision  this 
writ  of  error  is  brought.  The  parties  in  this  case  thought  proper 
to  select  this  mode  of  trial  by  arbitrators.  It  was  an  act  entirely 
voluntary. 

The  parties  submitted  their  controversy  to  a  tribunal  of  their 
own  choosing,  and  by  its  decision  they  must  be  bound. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  Circuit  Court  of  Fayette  county 
decided  correctly  in  dismissing  the  appeal,  as  we  think  no  appeal 
lies  in  such  a  case. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Joseph    Emerson,    appellant,  -?;.    George    W.    Clark, 

appellee. 

Appeal  from  Scott. 

An  appeal  from  the  Circuit  to  the  Supreme  Court,  where  the  judgment  is  final,  and 
amounts  to  $20,  exclusive  of  costs,  or  relates  to  a  franchise  or  freehold,  is  a  matter  of 
right ;  and  no  conditions,  except  those  prescribed  in  the  statute,  can  be  annexed  to  an 
order  granting  an  appeal. (a) 

It  is  not  competent  for  a  Court  to  direct  that  two  papers,  mentioned  in  a  bill  of  exceptions, 
shall  be  included  in  the  bill,  upon  being  verified  by  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant  or  his 
counsel,  to  be  the  same  papers  which  were  ottered  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the 
cause.  A  bill  of  exceptions  under  such  circumstances  is  a  nullity.  The  settling  of  a 
bill  of  exceptions  is  a  judicial  act. 

This  cause  was  tried  in  the  Court  below  before  the  Hon,  Samuel 
H.  Treat  and  a  jury,  at  the  October  term,  1839.  Yerdict  and 
judgment  were  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for  $62.50,  The  defend- 
ant appealed  to  this  Court. 

(a)  Emerson  v.  Clark,  1  Scam.  R.,  596,  and  note. 

Vol,  II,  62 


400  DECEMBER  TERM,  1840. 

Emerson  ».  Clark. 

JosiAH  Lamborn",  for  the  appellant. 
William  Brown,  for  the  appellee. 

Browne,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  trover  brought  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Scott  county,  by  George  W.  Clark  against  Joseph  Emerson,  to 
recover  damages  for  the  conversion  of  a  certain  quantity  of  wheat. 
Upon  the  issue  the  verdict  and  judgment  was  for  the'  plaintiff  in 
the  Couj-t  below.  The  principal  error  complained  of  is  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  bill  of  exceptions  was  made  out. 

It  appears  from  the  order  of  the  Court  that  certain  papers  men- 
tioned in  the  bill  of  exceptions  to  be  copied  therein  were  not 
present  in  court  or  on  file. 

The  following  order  was  made  by  the  Court  below.  "It  is - 
therefore  ordered,  that  unless  the  defendant  shall,  within  twenty 
days  from  this  date,  file  with  the  clerk  of  this  Court  said  two 
papers  verified  by  affidavit  of  the  defendant  or  his  counsel,  to  be 
the  same  two  papers  offered  in  evidence,  and  mentioned  in  the  bill 
of  exceptions  herein  to  be  copied,  the  appeal  ordered  in  this  cause 
shall  not  be  considered  as  granted,  but  said  order  granting  said 
appeal  shall  become  and  be  void." 

"  Appeals  from  the  Circuit  Courts  to  the  Supreme  Court  shall 
be  allowed  in  all  cases,  where  the  judgment  or  decree  appealed 
from  be  final,  and  shall  amount,  exclusive  of  costs,  to  the  sum  of 
twenty  dollars,"  &c. ;  "  provided  such  appeal  be  prayed  for  at  the 
time  of  rendering  the  judgment  or  decree,  and  provided  the  party 
praying  for  such  appeal  shall,  by  himself,  or  agent,  or  attorney, 
give  bond  with  sufficient  security  to  be  approved  by  the  Circuit 
Court,  and  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  Circuit  Court,  within  the 
time  limited  by  the  Court."(l)  The  defendant  below  has  complied 
with  every  requisition  of  the  statute.  The  appeal  then  is  com- 
plete. Nothing  more  then  could  be  required  of  him.  The  appeal 
is  absolute. 

The  law  of  Illinois  in  relation  to  bills  of  exceptions  is  clothed 
in  the  following  language  :  "If,  during  the  progress  of  any  trial  in 
any  civil  cause,  either  party  shall  allege  an  exception  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Court,  and  reduce  the  same  to  writing,  it  shall  be  the  duty 
of  the  judge  to  allow  the  said  exception,  and  to  sign  and  seal  the 
same,  and  the  said  exception  shall  thereupon  become  part  of  the 
record  of  such  cause."(2)  The  bill  of  exceptions,  as  ordered  to 
be  made  out  by  the  Court,  was  a  nullity. 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  sign  the  bill  of  exceptions,  if 
it  was  correct.  If  it  did  not  truly  state  the  case,  the  judge  should 
refuse  to  sign  it.  It  was  not  in  the  power  of  the  Court  to  delegate 
its  authority.     It  is  a  judicial  act.     It  then  stands  in  this  Court, 

(1)  R.  L.,  494  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  535.  (2)  R.  L.,  491 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  533. 
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as  if  no  exceptions  had  been  taken  to  the  opinion  or  instructions 
of  the  Court  below. 

Let  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Scott  county  be  affirmed 
with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Hancock   County,   plaintiff  in  error,   v,  Benjamin  F. 
Maesh,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Hancock. 

The  appellants  in  an  appeal,  and  the  plaintiffs  in  a  writ  of  error,  may  always  dismiss 
their  suit  before  a  decision  on  tlie  merits ;  and  the  effect  of  such  dismissal  is  to 
leave  the  parties  where  they  were  before  the  appeal  was  taken,  or  the  writ  of  error 
brought,  (a) 

The  proceedings  in  this  cause  were  had  at  the  April  term,  1839, 
of  the  Court  below,  before  the  Hon.  James  H.  Ealston. 

A.  Williams  and  S.  H.  Little,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  cited 
§  3  of  an  act  authorizing  the  sale  of  §  16,  approved  Jan.  22,  1829  ; 
Acts  of  1835,  27 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  638,  §  2 ;  Acts  of  1837,  317  ; 
Gale's  Stat.,  643,  §  10. 

Cyrus  Walker,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

From  the  record  filed  .in  this  cause  it  appears  that  Marsh  was 
removed  from  the  office  of  school  commissioner  of  Hancock 
county,  by  the  County  Commissioners'  Court  of  said  county,  for 
certain  alleged  neglect  of  duty.  That  said  Marsh  thereupon 
prayed  an  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court ;  which  was  allowed  upon 
hi^  entering  into  bond  with  security  to  one  Sylvester  Thompson, 
for  the  use  of  Hancock  county,  which  was  accordingly  done.  It 
then  appears,  after  a  transcript  of  these  proceedings  of  the  County 
Commissioners'  Court  was  filed  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Han- 
cock county,  that  Marsh  appeared  in  that  Court  and  moved  the 
Court  to  "dismiss"  the  proceedings  for  the  following  reasons: 

"  First,  The  proceedings  were  irregular  and  without  authority 
of  law;  and,  Secondly,  The  County  Court  had  no  jurisdiction,  for 
the  reason  that  no  good  cause  appears  in  the  record  to  authorize 
them  to  proceed  in  the  matter." 

The  record  then  states,  "  This  day  came  Benjamin  F.  Marsh, 
by  his  attorney,  and  again  argued  the  motion  heretofore  entered, 
to  dismiss  the  suit  herein  ;  and  the  Court,  having  had  the  motion 
under  consideration,  ordered  that  the  motion  be  sustained,  and 
the  suit  dismissed." 

(a)  McConuell  v.  Swailes,  Post,  572,  and  note. 
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It  is  now  assigned  for  error  by  Hancock  county,  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  that  the  Court  below  sustained  the  motion  of  the  defend- 
ant to  dismiss  the  said  suit,  whereas,  by  the  law  of  the  land,  it 
ought  to  have  been  overruled.  Both  parties  in  this  case  appear 
to  have  labored  under  a  misapprehension  as  to  the  effects  resulting 
from  the  motion  to  dismiss. 

It  seems  probable  that  Marsh's  attorney,  by  submitting  the 
motion  to  dismiss,  expected  that  the  dismission  of  the  suit  would 
operate  as  a  reversal  of  the  proceedmgs  before  the  County  Com- 
missioners' Court ;  and  the  plaintiff  in  error,  by  bringing  this  case 
into  this  Court,  has  doubtless  acted  upon  the  supposition  that  such 
was  the  effect  of  the  dismissal.  If  these  conjectures  are  correct, 
then  both  parties  were  mistaken,  for  no  such  consequences  resulted 
from  the  action  of  the  Circuit  Court. 

The  appellant  in  appeal,  and  the  plaintiff  in  a  writ  of  error, 
may  always  dismiss  their  suit  before  a  decision  on  the  merits,  and 
the  effect  of  such  dismission  is  to  leave  the  parties  where  they 
were  before  the  appeal  was  taken,  or  the  writ  of  error  brought. 

It  was  consequently  correct  for  the  Court  below,  on  the  motion 
of  the  appellant,  to  dismiss  the  appeal ;  and  such  dismissal  cannot, 
in  this  Court,  be  assigned  for  error. 

The  judgment  below  is  therefore  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


James  Russel  and  Elizabeth,  his  wife,  appellants,  v. 
Mary  Maetijst,  ap23ellee. 

Ajjpeal  from,  Clinton. 

Where  there  are  several  counts  in  a  declaration,  and  an  amendment  ie  made  to  one  of  the 
coauts,  which  could  not  have  surprised  the  defendants  or  varied  tlieir  defense,  because 
the  declaration  contained  another  count  substantially  the  same,  it  is  no  cause  for  a  con- 
tinuance, (a) 

In  an  action  by  a  female  for  slander,  the  plaintiif  amended  her  declaration  by  asserting 
that  she  was  "sole  and  unmarried:"  Held,  that  the  amendment  was  wholly  immaterial, 
and  DO  cause  for  a  continuance. 

Issues  were  joined  in  an  action  for  slander,  upon  a  plea  of  "  not  guilty,"  and  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  and  the  plaintiff  amended  her  declaration,  and  thereupon  the 
defendants  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  the  statute  of  limitations  to  the  amended  declaration, 
and  the  plaintiff  took  issue  upon  the  first  plea,  and  replied  to  the  second,  that  the  words 
were  spoken  within  a  year.  To  this  replication  the  defendant  demurred.  On 
the  demurrer  being  called  up  for  argument,  the  Court  directed  the  parties  to  go 
to  trial  upon  the  issues  already  made ;  Held,  that  the  decision  of  the  Court  was 
correct,  as  it  would  have  consumed  time  uselessly  to  have  heard  an  argument  on  the 
demurrer. 

Where  a  question  is  asked  a  witness  by  the  plaintiif,  which  is  objected  to  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  the  objection  overruled  by  the  Court,  unless  the  answer  of  the  witness  appears, 
the  decision  of  the  Court  cannot  be  assigned  for  error. 

Unless  a  bill  of  exceptions   shows  that  illegal  testimony  has  been  received,  the  de- 

(a)  Hawks  v.  Lands.  3  Gil.  R.,  227,  and  notes. 
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cieion  of  a  Court,  in  permitting  an  illegal  question  to  be  asked,  cannot  be  assigned 
for  error. 
The  recalling  of  a  witness,  after  his  examination  Las  been  closed,  is  a  matter  of  dis- 
cretion in  the  Court,  and  cannot  be  assigned  for  error. (a) 

This  cause  was  tried  at  the  March  term,  1840,  of  the  Clinton 
Circuit  Court,  before  the  Hon.  Sidney  Breese  and  a  jury.  A 
verdict  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for  $400. 

A  motion  was  made  in  arrest  of  judgment,  which  was  over- 
ruled, and  judgment  rendered  on  the  verdict. 

Benjamin  Bond,  for  the  appellants. 

A.  P.  Field,  for  the  appellee. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  slander^  commenced  bj 
Mary  Martin  against  James  Russel,  and  Elizabeth,  his  wife,  for 
words  spoken  by  Elizabeth  Russel  against  the  plaintiff  below. 
The  declaration  contained  three  counts. 

In  the  first  count,  the  words  spoken  charged  the  plaintiff  with 
conduct  showing  her  to  be  unchaste;  thereby  meaning  that  plaint- 
iff had  been  guilty  of  adultery.  In  the  second  count,  the  charge 
is  also  a  want  of  chastity  ;  thereby  meaning  that  plaintiff  had  been 
guilty  of  fornication.  In  the  third  count,  the  words  alleged  to 
have  been  spoken  were,  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  whore,  and  had 
stolen  ten  dollars.  To  this  declaration,  the  defendants  pleaded 
not  guilty,  and  not  guilty  within  one  year;  on  which  pleas  issues 
were  joined.  The  defendants  also  pleaded  four  pleas  of  justifica- 
tion. To  the  pleas  of  justification,  the  plaintiff  demurred,  and 
defendants  joined  in  demurrer. 

The  Court  adjudged,  on  the  hearing  of  the  demurrer,  that  the 
declaration  was  bad,  and  gave  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend  her 
declaration,  which  was  done  by  inserting  in  the  declaration,  that 
plaintiff  was  "  sole  and  unmarried,"  and  by  erasing  in  the  first 
count  the  word  "adultery,"  and  inserting  the  word  ''fornication.'' 
l^he  defendants  thereupon  moved  the  Court  for  a  continuance  of 
the  cause,  because  of  said  amendment,  which  was  overruled  by 
the  Court,  and  the  defendants  ordered  to  plead  to  the  amended 
declaration  on  the  next  day ;  at  which  time  the  defendants  filed 
two  pleas  to  the  amended  declaration,  one  the  general  issue,  and 
the  other  the  statute  of  limitations.  To  the  first  plea  the  plaintiff 
joined  issue,  and  to  the  second  plea,  of  the  statute  of  limitations, 
the  plaintifi'  replied,  that  the  words  were  spoken  within  a  year, 
&c.  ;   to  which  replication  the  defendants  demurred. 

On  the  demurrer  being  called  up  for  argument,  the  Court,  being 
informed  that  an  issue  had  already  been  made  upon  the  plea  of  the 
statute  of  limitations  heretofore  filed  to  the  whole  declaration, 
directed  that  the  parties  go  to  trial  upon  the  plea  of  the  general 

(a)  Gilham  v.  State  Bank,  Ante,  250;  Bloom  v.  Goodner,  Beecher's  Breese  R.,  63; 
Welch  V.  People,  17  111.  II.,  339;  Moutag  t;.  Linn,  23  111.  R.,  5.51;  Hunt  v.  Weir,  29 
III.  R.,  87. 
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issue,  and  the  issue  made  up  upon  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limit- 
ations filed  to  the  original  declaration. 

To  this  decision  of  the  Court  the  defendants  excepted. 

On  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  read  the  decla- 
ration to  a  witness,  and  asked  him  if  he  had  heard  Elizabeth  Russel 
speak  the  words  therein  mentioned  of  the  plaintiff;  to  which  the 
defendants  objected;  but  the  Court  overruled  the  objection,  and 
the  witness  was  permitted  to  answer;  but  what  the  answer  was  is 
not  stated. 

The  plaintiff  also  proposed  to  ask  said  witness  respecting  the 
general  character  of  the  plaintiff,  before  anj  testimony  had  been 
introduced  by  defendants,  to  which  proposition  the  defendants 
objected ;  but  the  Court  overruled  the  objection,  and  the  witness 
answered  the  question  ;  but  the  answer  is  not  given.  The  plaint- 
iff then  called  a  witness  and  prayed  to  prove  by  said  witness  the 
speaking  of  slanderous  words  by  the  said  Elizabeth  of  the  plaintiff, 
more  than  a  year  before  the  commencement  of  tbis  suit,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  the  motive  of  defendant;  to  which  proposition  the 
defendants  objected,  but  which  objection  wasoverruled  by  the  Court. 

It  does  not,  however,  appear  that  any  evidence  was  given  under 
this  permission. 

The  plaintiff  also  recalled  a  witness  who  had  been  examined  by 
the  plaintiff  in  chief,  and  cross-examined  by  defendants,  and  some 
of  whose  statements  had  been  contradicted  by  defendants'  witnesses, 
for  the  purpose  of  reiterating  statements  made  by  said  witness  on 
her  first  examination  ;  to  which  defendants  objected,  but  the  objec- 
tion was  overruled,  and  said  witness  was  reexamined. 

The  first  error  relied  on  is  the  refusal  to  grant  a  continuance. 

The  amendment  to  the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  was  "  sole 
and  unmarried,"  was  wholly  unnecessary.  The  presumption  of 
law,  when  a  female  sues,  is  that  she  is  sole. 

The  other  amendment  only  related  to  the  first  count,  and  could 
not  in  the  slightest  degree  have  occasioned  any  surprise  upon  the 
defendants,  or  in  the  least  have  varied  their  defense.(a) 

There  were  two  good  counts  in  the  declaration  ;  and  the  amend- 
ment of  the  first  count  being  of  such  a  character,  that  a  continu- 
ance of  the  cause  was  not  necessary  to  attain  the  ends  of  justice, 
the  motion  for  a  continuance  was  correctly  overruled. 

The  second  error  assigned,  that  the  Court  required  the  defend- 
ants to  go  to  trial  on  the  issues  joined  on  the  pleas  of  not  guilty, 
and  the  statute  of  limitations,  without  hearing  a  demurrer  to  the 
replication,  could  not  have  injured  the  defendants.  A  copy  of  the 
last  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  and  the  replication  thereto, 
are  not  given  in  the  record ;  it  is,  however,  fair  to  presume  that 
they  were  similar  to  those  on  which  issue  had  been  joined.  To 
have  heard  an  argument,  would  consequently  have  wasted  the  time 
of  the  Court  unnecessarily. 

{a)  Covell  V.  Marks,  1  Scam.  E.,  525. 
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As  no  injustice  is  perceived  to  have  resulted  from  the  directing 
the  cause  to  be  tried  on  the  issues  joined  to  the  original  declaration, 
it  cannot  be  assigned  for  error. 

The  errors  assigned  as  having  occurred  on  the  trial  are  not  well 
founded. 

The  bills  of  exceptions  do  not  show  that  illegal  testimony  was 
received  on  the  trial. 

The  recalling  of  the  witness  was  a  matter  of  discretion  in  the 
Court. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


George  Davenpoet,  appellant,  v.  Hezekiah  H.  Gear, 
administrator,  and  Sophia  Farrar,  administratrix  of 
the  estate  of  Amos  Farrar,  deceased. 

Appeal  from  Jo  Daviess.    . 

The  law  in  relation  to  partnership  transactions  is  well  settled  that  one  partner  cannot 
bring  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  his  late  copartner,  unless,  upon  the  dissolution  of 
the  copartnership,  the  partners  account  together,  and,  a  balance  being  stated  in  favor  of 
one,  the  other  expressly  promises  payment.  The  balance  so  found  must  be  a  final 
balance  of  all  the  partnership  accounts  ;  balances,  which  are  struck  preparatory  only  to 
a  linal  account,  are  not  sufficient  to  form  the  subject-matter  of  an  action. 

An  action  against  D.,  for  money  had  and  received  to  the  plaintiflFs'  use,  is  not  sustained 
by  proof  that  money  was  received  by  D.  &  G.  and  others,  under  an  act  of  Congress,  in 
payment  of  certain  Indian  debts  due  D.  &  G.;  and  that  the  plaintiff  and  D.  &.  G.  were 
members  of  a  firm  engaged  in  the  Indian  trade,  and  had  outstanding  Indian  debts. 

This  cause  was  tried  at  the  October  term,  1889,  of  the  Jo 
Daviess  Circuit  Court,  before  the  Hon.  Dan  Stone  and  a  jurj. 
"Verdict  and  judgment  were  rendered  for  the  plaintiffs  for  $9,288.38 
damages,  with  costs  of  suit.  The  defendant  appealed  to  this 
Court. 

S.  Strong  and  S.  T.  Logan,  for  the  appellant,  relied  upon  the 
following  points  and  authorities : 

First.  The  declarations  of  Farnham,  after  the  dissolution  of  the 
partnership  as  testified  to  by  witness,  were  improperly  received  in 
evidence.  Hopkins  v.  Banks,  7  Cowen,  650;  Baker  v  Stackpool, 
9  Cowen,  420,  429;  1  Peters,  371. 

Secondly.  The  suit  is  brought  by  the  representatives  of  one 
partner,  and  the  matter  in  controversy  is  a  partnership  transaction  ; 
and  a  suit  at  law  cannot  be  maintained.  Westerlo  v.  Evertson,  1 
Wendell,  582;  Musier  v.  Trumpbone,  5  Wendell,  274;  Atwater 
V.  Fowler,   1  Hall,   180 ;  Gow  on   Partnership,   88 ;  Collyer  on 
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Partnership,  152,  153 ;  Murry  v.  Mumford,  3  Cowen,  441 ;  7 
Wheeler's  Am.  Com.  Law,  227  ;  3  Johns.  Dig.,  447,  §§  7],  78. 

Thirdly.  There  was  no  sufficient  evidence  of  the  receipt  of 
money  by  defendant  belonging  to  the  estate  of  Farrar. 

Fourthly.  The  Court  ought  to  have  nonsuited  the  plaintiffs. 

George  T.  M.  Davis,  J.  Butterfield  and  G.  Spring,  for  the 
appellees 

Authorities  cited  for  appellees:  9  Cowen,  420;  3  Johns.,  525; 
5  Terra  R.,  422,  426;  5  Johns.,  136,  138,  and  note;  1  Wend., 
532;  3  Pick.,  420,  423;  11  Pick.,  79;  6  Pick.,  179;  Collyer 
on  Partn.,  153;  5  Wend.,  274;  R.  L.,  185,  §  17;  Gale's  Stat., 
153. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  Gear  and  Farrar, 
administrator  and  administratrix  of  Amos  Farrar,  deceased,  to 
recover  $10,000,  on  an  account  stated,  and  for  so  much  money 
had  and  received  by  Davenport  for  the  use  of  plaintiffs'  intestate ; 
said  money  belonging  to  him  out  of  the  appropriation  made  by  an 
act  of  Congress  of  $40,000,  granted  to  Davenport  and  one  Russel 
Farnham,  since  deceased,  by  virtue  of  the  5th  article  of  the  treaty 
of  21st  of  September,  1832,  concluded  at  Rock  Island  between  the 
Sac  and  Fox  Indians  and  the  United  States,  which  treaty  was 
ratified  on  the  13th  February,  1833. 

To  the  declaration  the  defendant  below  pleaded  non-assum.psit. 

On  the  trial  of  the  cause  the  plaintift^'s  read  the  5th  article  of  the 
treaty  between  the  Sac  and.  Fox  Indians  and  the  United  States, 
by  which  it  appears  "That  the  United  States,  at  the  earnest 
request  of  the  said  confederate  tribes,  further  agreed  to  pay  to 
Farnham  and  Davenport,  Indian  traders  at  Rock  Island,  the  sum 
of  $40,000,  without  interest,  which  sum  will  be  in  full  satisfaction 
of  the  claim  of  the  said  traders  against  the  said  tribes,  and  by  the 
latter  was,  on  the  10th  day  of  July,  1831,  acknowledged  to  be 
justly  due  for  articles  of  necessity  furnished  in  the  course  of  the 
seven  preceding  years,  in  an  instrument  of  said  date,  duly  signed 
by  the  chiefs  and  head  men  of  said  tribes." 

The  plaintiffs  also  read  a  law  of  Congress,  approved  2d  March, 
1833,  entitled  'Mn  Act  making  Appropriations  to  carry  into  effect 
certain  Indian  Treaties^  and  for  other  purposes,  for  the  year  1833." 
In  which  act  there  is  an  item  of  appropriation  of  $40,000  to  pny 
the  sum  granted  to  said  Davenport  and  Farnham  by  the  treaty 
above  mentioned. 

The  plaintiffs  then  introduced  a  witness,  who  gave  evidence 
which  tended  to  prove,  among  other  things,  that,  in  1826,  Farrar, 
Davenport  and  Farnham  were  partners   m  a  trading  establish- 


SPRINGFIELD.  497 


Davenport  v.  Gear  et  al. 


ment  with  the  Sac  and  Fox  Indians,  on  Fever  river,  where  Galena 
is  now  situated  ;  that  said  persons  continued  in  said  Indian  trade, 
as  partners,  until  the  year  1829,  when  tbej  agreed  to  close  their 
concerns,  and  make  a  settlement  of  all  their  accounts,  which  was 
accordingly  done,  as  the  witness  understood  from  the  said  parties; 
and  the  partnership  was  dissolved  by  mutual  consent. 

That  witness  understood  from  said  parties,  at  that  time,  that  all 
their  partnership  affairs  were  closed  except  the  bills  due  by  said  par- 
ties at  that  time,  and  except  the  debts  due  by  said  Sac  and  Fox 
Indians,  growing  out  of  the  said  trade,  which  debts  were  com- 
monly called  Indian  credits,  and  amounted  to,  as  said  partners 
told  witness,  from  sixteen  to  twenty  thousand  dollars.  Witness 
thought  $20,000.  The  witness  stated  he  did  not  know  who  were 
the  partners  at  the  other  trading  posts.  That  it  was  stated  that 
there  was  one  at  Rock  Island,  superintended  by  Davenport,  one  at 
Flint  Hill,  under  the  control  of  Farnham,  and  one  on  Fever  river, 
managed  by  Farrar,  each  of  which  persons,  the  witness  under- 
stood, was  individually  interested  to  the  amount  of  one-third,  in 
each  establishment. 

The  witness  also  testified,  that  on  the  settlement  of  the  accounts 
of  said  Fever  river  establishment,  in  1829,  there  were  debts 
due  said  concern  by  white  persons,  who  had  traded  with  the 
establishment,  as  well  as  the  Indians,  which  were  then  outstand- 
ing- 

Another  witness  for  plaintiffs,  among  other  things,  testified  that 

he  was  told  in  182.9,  by  Farnham,  that  the  partnership  was  dis- 
solved. Farnham  also  said  Farrar  came  poor,  but  that  he  would 
come  out  well  when  he  got  his  share  of  the  allowance  to  be  made 
to  the  Sacs  and  Foxes.  That  the  name  of  the  firm,  till  1826, 
was  "  Davenport  &  Farrar,"  and  from  that  time  till  1829  it  was 
"Davenport,  Farrar  &  Co.;''  witness  further  testified  to  some 
declarations  of  Davenport,  tending  to  show  that  Farrar  had  an 
interest  in  the  debts  due  from  the  Indians  to  the  Fever  river  estab- 
lishment, and  that  the  Indians  had  agreed  to  allow  $20,000  as  due 
to  that  establishment. 

The  plaintiffs  then  read  a  deposition  in  evidence,  by  which  it 
appears  that  the  $40,000,  mentioned  in  the  treaty  and  law  above 
mentioned,  belonged  to,  and  was  received  by,  the  American  Fur 
Company,  and  George  Davenport  and  Russel  Farnham  ;•  but  the 
deponent  did  not  know  for  what  it  was  appropriated. 

After  the  plaintiffs  had  closed  their  evidence  and  rested  their 
cause,  the  defendant's  counsel  asked  the  Court  to  instruct  the  jury 
by  way  of  nonsuit,  for  the  following  reasons:  First,  That  the 
said  plaintiffs  show,  by  their  evidence,  that  the  money  sued  for 
arose  out  of  partnership  transactions  between  plaintiffs'  intestate 
and  defendant,  and  that  it  is  such  a  case  as  comes  within  the  rules 
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of  law  that  one  partner  cannot  sue  his  copartner,  at  common  law, 
for  money  had  and  received  in  indebitatus  assumpsit 

Secondly,  That  there  was  no  evidence  before  the  jury  of  defend- 
ant's having  had  and  received  any  money  for  the  use  of  Amos 
Farrar,  deceased. 

Thirdly,  That  one  partner  cannot  sue  another  in  this  form  of 
action,  where  there  was  another  partner  joined  in  the  contract 
sued  on,  and  who  has  since  deceased. 

These  instructions  the  Court  refused ;  to  which  the  defendant 
excepted, 

Numerous  errors  have  been  assigned ;  it  is,  however,  only 
necessary  to  notice  the  following  one  to  wit :  That  the  Court 
erred  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury  as  in  case  of  nonsuit.  The 
law  in  relation  to  partnership  transactions  is  well  settled,  that  one 
partner  cannot  bring  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  his  late  copart- 
ner, unless  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  copartnership,  the  partners 
account  together,  and,  a  balance  being  stated  in  favor  of  one,  the 
other  expressly  promise  payment.  The  balance  so  found  must 
be  a  final  balance  of  all  the  partnership  accounts  ;  balances  which 
are  struck,  preparatory  only  to  a  final  account,  are  not  sufiicient  to 
form  the  subject-matter  of  an  action. 

The  rule  above  laid  down  is  the  law  of  England,  and  has 
received  the  sanction  of  the  courts  in  several  of  the  States  In 
Pennsylvania,  where  they  have  no  courts  of  equity,  the  courts 
have  decided  that  where  accounts  between  partners  have  been  set- 
tled, and  a  balance  struck,  which  is  the  act  of  both  parties,  the 
action  of  assumpsit  may  be  maintained,  without  an  express  prom- 
ise to  pay.  This  is  the  furthest  that  an'y  Court  has  gone  in  sus- 
taining the  action  of  assumpsit,  m  favor  of  one  partner  against  his 
copartner.  Testing  the  case  at  bar  by  these  principles,  the  evi- 
dence on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  below  was  wholly  insufficient 
to  sustain  the.  action.  The  first  witness  introduced  by  the  plaint- 
iffs only  proved  that  the  copartners  informed  him  that  their  part- 
nership affairs  were  closed,  except  bills  due  from  the  parties,  and 
the  debts  due  from  the  Sac  and  Fox  Indians,  which  were  supposed 
to  amount  to  from  $16,000  to  $20,000.  The  same  witness  also 
stated  that  there  were  debts  due  the  firm  from  white  persons  who 
had  traded  at  the  Fever  river  establishment. 

This  evidence  also  proves  the  dissolution  of  the  firm,  and  that 
debts  were  due  to  and  from  the  firm. 

There  was  no  specific  sum  found  due  from  one  partner  to 
another,  and  no  promise  to  pay ;  consequently,  whether  the  rule 
that  an  express  promise  to  pay  the  sum  found  due  on  settlement 
be  considered  the  correct  rule  or  not,  will  make  no  difference. 
We  are,  however,  inclined  to  the  opinion  that  a  promise  to  pay 
is  essential  to  entitle  one  partner  to  sue  his  copartner. (a) 

(a)  Frink  v.  Ryan,  3  Scam.,  325  ;  Cliadsey  v.  Harrison,  11  111.  R.,  156,  and  note. 
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The  testimony  of  the  second  witness  is  equally  defective.  He 
only  relates  loose  statements  of  Davenport,  that  Farrar  had  an  inter- 
est in  the  Indian  debts  due  the  Fever  river  establishment ;  he  does 
not  prove  a  final  settlement  of  the  partnership  accounts,  and  a 
promise  to  pay  a  specific  sum  to  the  plaintiffs'  intestate. 

The  deposition  introduced  by  the  plaintiffs  only  proves  that  the 
$•±0,000  appropriated  by  the  act  of  Congress,  to  Davenport  and 
Farnham,  was  received  by  the  American  Fur  Company,  and 
Davenport  and  Farnham  ;  the  witness  did  not  know  for  what  the 
appropriation  was  made.  Neither  the  act  of  Congress,  nor  the 
treaty,  state  the  sum  of  $40,000,  appropriated  to  Davenport  and 
Farnham,  embraced  the  debts  due  the  firm  of  Davenport,  Farrar 
&  Co.,  at  Fever  river  ;  consequently  the  count  for  money  had  and 
received  is  not  sustained  by  the  deposition.  It  does  not  even 
appear  from  this  deposition  how  much  money  was  paid  to  Daven- 
port. 

The  testimony,  consequently,  was  improperly  suffered  to  go  to 
the  jury. 

The  judgment  is  therefore  reversed  with  costs,  and  a  judgment 
of  nonsuit  entered. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Chalon  Guaed,  ex  dem.  Jesse  J.  RoBiisrsow,  appellant,  v. 
Stephen  K.  Rowan,  appellee. 

Appeal  from  Gallatin. 

Under  the  acts  of  1827  and  1829,  in  relation  to  the  recording  of  deeds,  bona  fide  subse- 
quent purchasers  and  mortgagees  only  are  protected  against  the  operation  of  an  unre- 
corded deed. 

A  bona  fide  purchaser  is  one  without  notice  of  a  prior  claim  or  incumbrance. 

The  object  of  the  recording  law  is  to  furnish  notice,  but,  in  default  of  recording,  the  pur- 
poses of  the  law  are  effected  by  notice  in  any  other  manner. («) 

No  difference  exists  between  a  purchaser  at  private  sale  and  one  at  a  sheriff's  sale. 

B.,  on  the  11th  of  December,  1832,  sold  and  conveyed  a  tract  of  land  to  R.,  and  R.  neg- 
lected to  have  his  deed  recorded  until  December  11th,  1833.  At  the  time  the  convey- 
ance was  made  to  R.,  the  statute  made  unrecorded  deeds  void  only  as  to  bona,  fide  sub- 
sequent purchasers  or  mortgagees,  and  then  only  after  the  expiration  of  six  months 
from  their  execution.  On  the  18th  of  January,  1833,  an  act  was  passed,  requiring  that 
from  and  after  the  1st  day  of  August  then  next,  all  deeds  and  other  title  papers,  which 
are  required  to  be  recorded,  should  take  effect  and  be  in  force  from  and  after  the  filing 
of  the  game  for  record,  and  not  before,  as  to  all  creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers, 
without  notice  ;  and  all  such  deeds  and  title  papers  should  be  adjudged  void  as  to  all 
such  creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers,  without  notice,  until  the  same  shoujd  be  filed 
for  record  in  the  county  where  the  said  lands  may  lie.  On  the  10th  of  September,  1833, 
H.  recovered  a  judijment  against  B.,  under  which  the  land  conveyed  to  R.  was  sold, 
and  purchased  by  K.  At  the  sale,  the  sheriff  gave  notice  of  R.'s  deed:  Held,  that 
R.'s  deed  took  effect  under  the  law  in  force  at  tiie  time  of  its  execution,  and  that  the 
act  of  1833  could  not  affect  it. 

Tlie  act  of  1833,  in  relation  to  the  recording  of  deeds,  &c.,  is  a  remedial  law,  and  is  not 

(a)  Williams  v.  Talnall,  2'J  111.  R.,  553. 
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retrospective  in  its  operation.  A  court  will  never  give  to  a  law  such  an  operation,  unless 
compelled  to  do  so  by  language  so  clear  and  explicit  as  to  admit  of  no  other  intei-preta- 
tion. 

This  cause  was  tried  in  the  Gallatin  Circuit  Court,  at  the  Sep- 
tember term,  1839,  before  the  Hon.  W.  B,  Scates  and  a  jury. 
Yerdict  and  judgment  were  rendered  for  the  appellee. 

W.  J.  Gatewood,  for  the  appellant,  cited  Acts  of  1827,(1) 
1829  ;(2)  R  L.,  135,  138,  587,  588  ;(3)  Robertson  Frauds,  262, 
265,  268;  Sugden's  Vend,,  623;  5  Monroe,  581. 

S.  T.  Logan  and  H.  Eddy,  for  the  appellee,  cited  2  Sugden's 
Vend.,  254,  336  ;  8  Johns.,  140;  9  Johns.,  168;  10  Johns.,  461 ; 
Eonb.  Eq.,  148,  156  ;  4  Monroe,  196. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  instituted  by  Robinson  against 
Rowan,  in  the  Gallatin  Circuit  Court. 

The  facts  of  the  case,  as  the7  appear  by  the  record,  are,  that 
the  land  in  dispute  was  owned  by  John  Bays,  and  sold  by  him  to 
the  defendant  Rowan,  by  deed  bearing  date  the  11th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1832,  which  was  recorded  on  the  11th  of  December,  1833. 
On  the  10th  of  September,  1833,  Curtis  Hill  obtained  a  judgment 
against  Bays,  to  satisfy  which  the  land  in  question  was  levied  on, 
on  the  23d  of  December,  1833,  and  sold  by  the  sheriff"  on  the  14th 
of  ■  March,  1836,  and  Robinson,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  became 
the  purchaser,  and  subsequently  received  a  deed  from  the  sheriff", 
the  premises  not  being  redeemed.  On  the  day  of  sale,  the  sheriff 
gave  notice  generally,  and  informed  Robinson,  who  was  the  attor- 
ney of  Hill,  before  the  land  was  sold,  that  Rowan  had  a  deed  for 
the  same  land,  which  was  recorded.  Upon  the  trial,  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  moved  the  Court  for  the  following  instructions  : 

First.  That  any  notice  or  knowledge  of  Rowan's  title,  by  a  pur- 
chaser at  sheriff's  sale,  would  not  affect  or  invalidate  his  title,  nor 
would  any  notice  which  the  judgment  creditor  might  have  had,  or 
bis  attorney  at  law. 

Secondly.  That  the  defendant's  deed,  not  having  been  recorded 
before  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  under  which  the  plaintiff 
claims  title,  is  void,  in  law,  as  to  said  judgment  and  creditor  thereof. 

These  instructions  the  Court  refused  to  give,  and  the  plaintiff 
excepted. 

This  refusal  of  the  Court  is  now  assigned  for  error.  The  cor- 
rectness of  the  decision  of  the  Court,  in  refusing  these  instructions, 
depends  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the  several  acts  of  the 
legislature  regulating  the  manner,  and  declaring  the  effect,  of 
recording  deeds  and  other,  writings.  The  act  of  1827  requires  all 
deeds,  &c.,  for  land,  to  be  recorded  within  twelve  months  after 

(1)  Gale's  Stat.,  152,  153.  (2;  Ibid.,  155,  156.  (3)  Ibid.,  663,  664. 
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their  execution  ;  and  if  not  recorded  within  that  time,  they  shall  be 
adjudged  void  against  anj  bona  Jide  subsequentpurchaser  or  mort- 
gagee, for  valuable  consideration,  unless  such  deed,  &c.,  shall  be 
recorded  before  the  recording  of  the  deed,  &c,  under  which  the 
subsequent  purchaser  or  mortgagee  shall  claim  title.  By  an 
amendment  to  this  act,  in  1829,  the  time  for  recording  deeds  was 
limited  to  six  months.  Rowan  became  a  purchaser,  and  received 
his  deed  from  Bays  under  these  acts,  by  the  terms  of  which  it  will 
be  perceived  that  bona  Jide  subsequent  purchasers  and  mortgagees 
only  are  protected  against  the  operation  of  an  unrecorded  deed, 
and  that  only  upon  the  first  purchaser's  failing  to  have  his  deed 
recorded  prior  to  that  of  the  subsequent  purchaser.  Under  these 
acts,  then,  a  deed  is  valid  and  binding,  not  only  between  the  par- 
ries, but  against  all  others,  except  a.  bona  fide  snhsequent  purchaser, 
&c.,  whose  deed  is  first  recorded.  Robinson  does  not  come 
within  the  exception  specified.  He  is  not  a  bona  Jide  purchaser, 
nor  was  his  deed  recorded  prior  to  Rowan's,  A  bona  Jide  pur- 
chaser is  one  without  notice  of  a  prior  claim  or  incumbrance.  The 
object  of  the  recording  law  was  to  furnish  this  notice,  but  in  default 
of  recording,  the  purposes  of  the  law  are  effected  by  notice  in  any 
other  manner.(a)  No  difference  exists  between  a  purchaser  at 
private  sale,  and  one  at  a  sheriff's  sale. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  that  Hills  acquired  a  lien  upon  the  land 
in  controversy  by  virtue  of  his  judgment  against  Bays,  which  was 
rendered  after  the  conveyance  to  Rowan,  and  before  it  was  recorded  ; 
and  that  the  sheriff's  sale  to  Robinson,  under  that  judgment, 
vested  in  him  the  title  thus  acquired.  In  support  of  this  position, 
the  law  making  judgments  a  lien  upon  the  land  of  the  defendant, 
and  the  act  of  1833,  which  declares  unrecorded  deeds  void  as  to 
creditors,  &c  ,  are  relied  upon.  Hill's  judgment  undoubtedly  gave 
him  a  lien  on  the  land  owned  by  Bays  at  the  time  of  its  rendition, 
but  it  certainly  gave  him  no  lien  upon  the  land  owned  by  any  other 
one  ;  and,  according  to  the  law  in  force  at  the  time  Bays  conveyed 
this  land  to  Rowan,  his  deed  divested  him  of  all  title,  and  vested 
it  in  Rowan;  and,  although  unrecorded,  it  was  obligatory  not  only 
between  the  parties,  but  equally  so  against  the  creditors  of  Bays, 
unless  impeached  upon  the  ground  of  fraud.  Under  this  view  of 
the  case,  the  instructions  asked  for  were  properly  refused. 

The  act  of  1833,  however,  made  an  alteration  in  the  effect  and 
validity  of  unrecorded  deeds,  in  relation  to  the  creditors  of  the  ven- 
'dor.  But  does  that  act  furnish  the  rule  for  the  government  of  this 
case?  Whatever  may  be  its  prospective  operation,  it  would  be 
alike  in  conflict  with  justice  and  the  rules  of  interpretation,  for  this 
statute  to  relate  back  to  December,  1832,  at  which  time  the  title 
to  the  land  sued  for  was,  by  virtue  of  the  conveyance  from  Bays 
to  the  defendant,  legally  vested  in  Rowan,  and  thus  by  construction 
take  from  him  his  vested  legal  rights,  in  favor  of  one  who  had  no 

(a)  McConnell  v.  Reed,  4  Scam.  R.,  123,  and  note. 
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legal  or  equitable  claim.  I  have  shown,  that  prior  to  1833,  and 
when  Bays  conveyed  to  the  defendant,  Rowan,  the  law  did  not 
require  the  deed  to  be  recorded  to  protect  the  land  against  the  claim 
of  the  creditors  of  the  vendor.  It  is  in  reference  to  that  law,  then, 
that  we  are  bound  to  suppose  the  parties  made  their  contract ;  and 
that  law,  therefore,  should  furnish  the  rule  by  which  their  respect- 
ive rights  and  obligations  should  be  tested  ;  and  it  is  not  by  con- 
struction that  the  Court  will  be  warranted  in  the  imposition  of 
additional  liabilities.  The  act  of  1833  is  a  remedial  law,  designed 
for  the  purposes  of  justice. 

The  recording  law  of  1833  is  not  necessarily  retrospective  in  its 
terms ;  and  a  Court  will  never  give  to  a  law  such  an  operation, 
unless  compelled  to  do  so  by  language  so  clear  and  explicit,  as  to 
admit  of  no  other  interpretation  ;  neither  the  language  of  this  stat- 
ute, therefore,  nor  the  purposes  of  justice,  will  warrant  such  a  con- 
struction as  to  allow  it  a  retrospective  operation. (a)  It  is  a  remedial 
statute,  but  to  give  it  the  construction  contended  for,  by  which  lia- 
bilities and  duties  are  imposed  upon  purchasers  which  were  neither 
known  to  the  law,  nor  contemplated  by  them  when  they  contracted, 
would  convert  it  into  a  penal  one.  It  is  only  in  the  degree  of 
injustice  and  hardship,  that  such  a  law  differs  from  an  expost  facto 
law,  an  evil  of  sufficient  magnitude  to  be  forbidden  by  the  Consti- 
tution. As  the  Court  cannot,  therefore,  regard  the  title  of  the 
defendant.  Rowan,  to  the  land  in  question,  as  affected  by  the  law 
of  1833,  but  is  of  opinion  that  its  validity  depends  entirely  upon 
the  law  in  force  at  the  time  Rowan  purchased  the  land  from  Bays, 
it  necessarily  follows,  that  the  Court  decided  correctly  in  refusing 
to  give  the  instructions  required  in  reference  either  to  the  effect  of 
the  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  or  to  the  judgment  against  the  vendor  of 
the  defendant. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

[a]  Garrett  v.  Wiggins,  1  Scam.  R.,  336,  and  note. 


Adkins  Greenwood,  executor  of  George  C.  Greenwood, 
deceased,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Elijah  Spiller,  defend- 
ant in  error. 

Error   to  Franklin. 

A  judgment  cannot  be  rendered  against  an  executor,  "  to  be  levied  of  the  goods  and  chattels, 

rights  and  credits,  lands  and  tenements  of  the  testator,  in  the  hands  of  the  executor  to  be 

administered. 
Judgment  can  only  be  rendered  against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  testator,  in  the  hands 

of  the  executor  to  be  administered. 
Neither  the  lands  nor  the  credits  of  a  deceased  person  can  be  reached  by  execution. 
Tlie  certificate  of  a  judge  of  probate  is  not  admissible   in  evidence  to   show  who  are  the 

heirs  of  a  deceased  person. 
Hearsay  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  pedigree,  only  where  the  facts  sought  to  be 
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established  are  ancient,  and  no  better  evidence  can  be  obtained.     In  such  case,  the  wit- 
ness produced  to  prove  who  are  tlie  lieirs  of  a  deceased  person  should  be  some  one 
•    either  connected  with  the  family  of  the  deceased  by  marriage  or  blood,   or  he  should 
have  some  personal  knowledge  of  the  family  of  the  deceased. 

This  cause  was  tried  at  the  March  term,  1837,  of  the  Franklin 
Circuit  Court,  before  the  Hon.  Walter  B.  Scates  and  a  jury.  Ver- 
dict and  judgment  were  rendered  for  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant 
brought  the  cause  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error. 

S.  T.  Logan,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  cited  3  Stark.  Ev.,  1118 ; 
Pirt.  Dig.,  384. 

W.  J.  GrATEWOOD,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  ^as  an  action  of  covenant  brought  by  Spiller  against  Green- 
wood, executor  of  George  C.  Greenwood,  on  a  covenant  in  a  deed 
of  conveyance,  made  by  the  testator  to  Spiller.  The  testator  cov- 
enanted, in  the  deed,  that  he  was  the  sole  and  legal  owner  of  the 
land  conveyed,  and  had  full  power  to  sell  and  convey  the  same. 
The  breach  assigned  in  the  declaration  was,  that  the  testator  was 
not,  at  the  time  of  executing  the  deed,  the  sole  and  legal  owner  of 
the  land  described  in  the  deed,  nor  had  the  testator  power  to  sell 
and  convey  the  premises. 

The  defendant  below  filed  three  several  pleas,  to  the  following 
effect,  to  wit : 

First.  Covenants  performed. 

Secondly.  That  the  testator  on  the  day  of  executing  the  deed 
was  the  sole  and  legal  owner  of  the  premises  conveyed,  and  had 
full  power  to  sell  and  convey  the  same. 

Thirdly.  Tliat  the  testator  was  the  legal  owner  of  the  premises, 
by  virtue  of  a  deed  executed  on  the  16th  of  March,  1827,  to  the  said 
testator,  by  Thomas  Whitledge,  Benjamin  Thornsbury,  Jonathan 
Eidgeway  and  John  Thornsbury,  the  sole  and  legal  representatives 
of  Francis  Thornsbury,  deceased,  who,  in  his  life,  was  the  sole  and 
legal  owner  of  said  premises,  by  purchase  from  the  United  States ; 
and  so  the  testator  was  the  legal  owner  of  the  premises,  and  had 
full  power  to  convey  the  same  as  he  had  done.  On  each  of  these 
pleas  issue  was  taken,  and  the  cause  tried  by  a  jury.  On  the 
trial  of  the  cause,  the  plaintiff  below  read  in  evidence  the  following 
certificate,  to  wit :  "  State  of  Illinois,  Jackson  county,  ss.  I,  Daniel 
H.  Brush,  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Probate,  in  and  for  the  county  of 
Jackson,  do  hereby  certify,  that  the  following  named  persons  were 
the  legal  heirs  of  Francis  Thornsbury,  deceased,  as  appears  from 
the  records  of  the  said  Court,  to  wit:  Thomas  Whitledge,  Benjamin 
Thornsbury,  Arthur  Quinn  and  Mary  his  wife,  William  Wilson  and 
Frances  his  wife,  Susannah  Coomes,  John  Toomes  and  Matilda  his 
wife,  William  Sutton  and  Harriet  liis  wife,  Russel  R.  Thornsbury, 
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John  Thornsbury  and  Jonathan  Ridgeway.  Given  under  my  hand 
and  official  seal  of  the  said  Court,  at  Brownsville,  this  14th  day  of 
September,  1836. 

[SEAL.]  DANIEL  H.  BRUSH,  J.  P.  Ct." 

To  the  reading  of  which  certificate  in  evidence  the  defendant 
objected,  but  the  Court  overruled  the  objection,  and  the  defendant 
below  excepted. 

On  the  trial,  John  Deason  was  introduced  as  a  witness  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff  below,  and  was  asked  by  the  plaintiff 's  counsel 
whether  he  had  ever  heard  that  there  were  children  and  heirs  of 
Francis  Thornsbury,  other  than  Benjamin  "W.  Thornsbury.  To 
which  interrogatory  the  defendant  objected,  but  the  Court  overruled  . 
the  objection,  and  permitted  the  witness  to  state  to  the  jury,  that 
he  had  heard  that  there  were  ten  other  heirs,  although  Jie  had 
never  seen  or  known  any  one  of  them. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  below,  and 
thereupon  judgment  was  rendered  against  defendant,  as  executor, 
for  the  damages  found  by  the  jury,  together  with  the  plaintiff's 
costs,  "to  be  levied  of  the  goods  and  chattels,  rights  and  credits, 
lands  and  tenements  of  the  estate  of  the  said  George  C.  Greenwood, 
deceased,  in  the  hands  of  the  said  defendant  as  executor,  to  be 
administered  " 

The  errors  assigned  are,  First,  That  the  judgment  is  against  the 
lands  of  the  testator ;  Secondly,  That  the  Court  permitted  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  judge  of  probate  to  be  read  in  evidence ;  and  Thirdly, 
That  the  Court  permitted  the  evidence  of  J.  Deason  to  go  to  the  jury. 

The  judgment  rendered  was  clearly  wrong.  It  should  have  been 
only  against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  testator  in  the  hands  of 
the  executor  to  be  administered.  The  credits  of  a  deceased  per- 
son cannot  be  reached  by  execution ;  they  are  to  be  collected  by 
the  executor,  and  when  collected,  they  are  assets  in  his  hands  for 
the  payment  of  debts.  Neither  can  the  lands  of  the  deceased  be 
sold  on  execution. («) 

The  only  mode  of  selling  real  estate  for  the  payment  of  debts, 
after  the  executor  or  administrator  has  ascertained  that  the  personal 
estate  of  the  deceased  is  insufficient  to  pay  the  debts,  is  to  apply  to 
the  Circuit  Court  for  an  order  to  sell  the  real  estate. 

The  certificate  of  the  judge  of  probate  was  not  legal  evidence. 
If,  as  the  certificate  states,  there  was  record  evidence  that  the  per- 
sons named  were  heirs  of  Francis  Thornsbury,  deceased,  an  exem- 
plification of  the  record,  or  the  original,  should  have  been  produced. 
It  is,  however,  doubtful  wdiether  such  evidence  can  come  from  a 
judge  of  probate;  but  if  facts  are  on  record  in  his  office,  which 
would  prove  who  were  the  legal  heirs  of  a  deceased  person,  those 
facts  must  be  given  in  evidence,  and  not  the  conclusions  which 
those  facts  might  tend  to  prove.     In  this  certificate  the  judge  of 

(o)  Buraap  V.  Dennis,  3  Scam.  R.,  478;  McDowell  v.  Wight,  4  Scam.  K.,  403;  Welsh 
r.  Wallace,  3  Gil.  K.,  490. 
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probate  has  certified  to  the  results  of  law,  without  giving  the  facts 
on  which  those  results  are  predicated.  The  certificate  in  this 
form  was  not  evidence  for  any  purpose  whatever,  and  consequently 
permi;ting  it  to  go  to  the  jury  was  erroneous. 

The  evidence  of  Deason  was  also  clearly  inadmissible.  Hearsay 
evidence  to  prove  a  pedigree  ought  only  to  be  received  where  the 
fact  sought  to  be  established  is  ancient,  and  no  better  evidence  can 
be  obtained.  In  such  case,  the  witness  produced  to  prove  who 
were  the  heirs  of  a  deceased  person  should  be  some  one  either 
connected  to  the  family  of  the  deceased,  by  marriage  or  blood  ;  or 
he  should  have  some  personal  knowledge  of  the  family  of  the 
deceased.  Consequently,  where  a  witness  not  connected  with  the 
family,  and  not  having  any  personal  knowledge  of  the  facts  of  which 
he  speaks,  and  who  has  not  even  derived  his  information  from  per- 
sons connected,  or  particularly  acquainted  with  the  family,  but  only 
speaks  generally,  of  what  he  has  heard  and  understood,  such  evi- 
dence is  not  legal  evidence  to  prove  pedigree.(l) 

Testing  the  evidence  of  Deason,  by  these  rules,  it  was  clearly 
inadmissible.  He  only  states  he  had  heard  that  there  were  ten 
other  heirs  of  Francis  Thornsbury,  than  Benjamin  W.  Thornsbury, 
although  he  had  never  seen  or  known  any  of  them. 

He  does  not  even  state  that  he  was  acquainted  with  the  testator, 
or  any  member  of  his  family.  The  evidence  is  entirely  too  loose 
for  any  purpose  whatever,  and  should  not  have  been  permitted  to 
go  to  the  jury. 

The  judgment  is  consequently  reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cause 
remanded,  with  directions  to  the  Court  below  to  issue  a  venire  de 
novo. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(1)  3  Stark.  Ev.,  IIOSJ;  Jackson  v.  Browner,  18  Johns.,  37. 


Beistjamin  p.  Swain^  and  Samuel  Stowers,  plaintiffs  in 
error,  v.  Hiram  Cawood,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Lake. 

Where  a  bill  of  exceptions  does  not  state  the  whole  evidence,  and  such  as  is  shown  in 
the  bill  is  stated  in  an  affidavit  of  one  of  the  parties;  and  the  Court  in  signinjj:  the  bill 
of  exceptions,  says  that  he  does  not  vouch  for  the  truth  of  the  facts  contained  in  the 
affidavit,  the  Supreme  Court  cannot  judge  whether  the  Circuit  Court  erred  in  refusing 
to  grant  a  new  trial. (r?) 

A  part  failure  of  consideration  cannot  be  given  in  evidence,  under  the  general  issue,  and 
notice  of  a  set-off,  or  of  an  entire  failure  of  consideration. (6) 

Where  a  note  is  given  in  consideration  of  work  done  under  a  contract,  after  the  comple- 
tion and  acceptance  of  the  work,  the  note  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  work  was 
well  done,  and  the  contract  fully  performed. 

This  was  an  action  of  assMmpsi';!  commenced  by  the  defendant  in 

(a)  Buckmaster  v.  Cool,  12  III.  R.,  76,  and  notes. 

[b)  Rose  V.  Mortimer,  17  111.  R.,  47.j. 

Vol.  II.  04 
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error,  against  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  on  a  promissory  note,  dated  at 
McHenrj,  on  the  23d  day  of  Januarj'-,  1839,  for  the  sum  of  three 
hundred  and  forty-four  dollars  and  ninety-six  cents,  for  value  re- 
ceived, payable  on  the  first  day  of  June  next  after  the  date  thereof; 
being  the  amount  due  the  defendant  in  error  for  building  dam  and 
saw-mill,  on  which  said  mill  he  was  to  have  a  lien  until  said  note 
should  be  paid.  The  defendants  below  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and 
gave  notice  of  a  set-off  for  a  breach  of  the  following  contract,  to  wit : 
"  Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  Hiram  Cawood,  of 
McHenry  county.  State  of  Illinois,  do  agree  to  finish  the  dam  and 
saw-mill  I  have  commenced  for  Benjamin  P.  Swain  and  Samuel 
Stowers,  as  soon  as  they  may  furnish  the  materials,  in  a  workman- 
like manner;  and  we,  the  said  Benjamin  P.  Swain  and  Samuel 
Stowers,  do  agree  to  pay  the  said  Hiram  Cawood  four  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars,  one-half  by  the  first  day  of  June  next,  and. the 
other  half  by  the  first  day  of  January,  eighteen  hundred  and  forty. 
Dated  at  McHenry  county,  this  twelfth  day  of  October,  1838. 

B.  P.  SWAIN, 
(Signed)  SAM.  STOWERS, 

HIRAM  CAWOOD." 

They  also  gave  notice  that  they  should  insist  on  the  trial  that 
in  consequence  of  the  non -performance  of  the  contract,  the  consid- 
eration of  the  note  had  wholly  failed. 

The  cause  was  tried  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  April  term,  1840, 
before  the  Hon.  John  Pearson  and  a  jury.  A  verdict  was  rendered 
for  the  plamtiff  for  $311.52  Judgment  was  entered  on  this  ver- 
dict. The  afiidavit  of  Benjamin  P.  Swain,  one  of  the  defendants, 
stating  the  grounds  of  the  action,  and  setting  forth  the  evidence  pro- 
duced on  the  trial,  was  then  filed,  and  the  defendants  moved  the 
Court  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  refused.  The  defendants  tendered 
to  the  judge  their  bill  of  exceptions,  which  stated  that  the  motion 
for  a  new  trial  was  predicated  on  the  affidavit  made  by  Benjamin 
P.  Swain,  which  was  annexed  to  said  bill  of  exceptions.  The 
jutlge  annexed  the  following  memorandum  to  the  bill  of  exceptions, 
to  wit:  "  The  Court  does  not  seal  this  bill  of  exceptions,  and  vouch 
for  the  truth  of  the  facts  contained  in  the  affidavit,  but  as  a  history 
of  the  motion,  and  of  its  being  overruled." 

The  Court  in  this  cause  charged  the  jury  "  that  if  they  believed 
from  the  evidence,  there  was  no  consideration  given  for  the  note, 
then  the  law  was  for  the  defendants ;  but  that  if  they  believed  from 
the  evidence  that  there  was  a  partial  failure,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants received  some  advantage  for  the  note,  that  it  ought  to  have 
been  pleaded,  or  specific  notice  given  of  it,  and  in  such  case  the 
law  was  for  the  plaintiff".  That  if  they  believed  from  the  evidence 
that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  any  fraud  in  obtaining  the  note,  or  in 
the  contract  for  which  the  note  was  given,  and  it  reached  tl^e  foun- 
dation of  the  note,  and  showed  defendants  received  no  benefit  for 
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the  note,  then  the  law  was  for  the  defendants ;  and  that  the  question 
of  fraud  was  a  question  for  them  to  try ;  and  that  a  partial  failure 
of  consideration  could  not  be  given  in  evidence,  under  the  general 
issue,  or  notice  in  this  case." 

J.  BuTTERFiELD,  for  the  plaintifl's  in  error. 

G.  Spring  and  G.  Goodrich,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

The  whole  evidence  given  in  the  cause  on  the  trial  does  not 
appear  in  the  record,  even  admitting  that  deposition  of  one  of  the 
defendants  in  the  action  in  the  Court  below  should  be  considered  a 
part  of  the  bill  of  exceptions,  but  which  the  circuit  judge,  in  sign- 
ing the  exceptions,  declares  is  not.  Upon  the  ground,  then,  that 
all  the  evidence  does  not  appear,  and  that  such  as  does  is  not  reg- 
ularly before  us,  we  cannot  undertake  to  judge  whether  the  Circuit 
Court  ought  to  have  granted  a  new  trial.  Until  the  refusal  of  the 
Circuit  Court  to  grant  the  motion  shall  appear  to  have  been  an 
exercise  of  its.  discretion,  not  warranted  by  the  facts  appearing  on 
the  trial,  we  cannot  grant  the  order  asked. 

We  see  no  error  in  the  instructions  of  the  judge  to  the  jury. 
The  notice  of  the  set  off  of  the  damages,  is  predicated  on  an  express 
failure  of  the  whole  consideration  of  the  note;  and  the  principle 
of  allowing  a  part  failure  to  be  given  in  evidence  could  not  have 
been  adopted  without  violating  the  rules  of  evidence. 

If  the  defendants  had  intended  to  have  relied  on  a  part  failure, 
they  should  have  so  framed  their  plea  or  notice. 

The  note  appears  to  have  been  given  after  a  completion  and 
acceptance  of  the  work,  and  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  it  was 
well  done,  and  in  conformity  to  the  agreement  of  the  parties. 

The  pleadings,  however,  would  not  let  in  the  defense  or  instruc- 
tions asked  ;  and  we  see  no  cause  for  disturbing  the  judgment.  For 
aught  that  appears,  the  judgment  has  been  regularly  obtained. 
The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.  See  4  Blackf.,  556,  and  authorities  there  cited,  where  it  is  held  that  the  defend- 
ant may,  under  the  general  issue,  reduce  the  damages  by  showing  a  part  failure  of 
consideration. 


John  B.  Camden,  Marbell  Camden,  and  Peter  G 
Camden,  plaintiffs  in  error,  v.  Robert  L.  Robertson, 
defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Hancock 

In  an  action  by  several  plaintiffs,  the  defendant  cannot  avail  himself  of  tho  fact  of  the 
decease  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  except  by  plea 
iu  abatement.(«) 

[a)  Rev.  Stat.,  1845,  p.  44,  Sec.  9. 
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This  cause  was  tried  at  the  October  term,  1840,  of  the  Court 
below,  before  the  Hon.  Peter  Lott.  Judgment  was  rendered  for 
the  defendant.  The  plaintiffs  brought  the  cause  to  this  Court  by 
writ  of  error. 

S.  H.  Little  and  A.  Williams,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

J.  A.  Ralston,  and  J.  A.  McDougall,  for  the  defendant  in 
error. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  debt,  by  petition  and  summons,  com- 
menced by  the  Camdens  against  Robertson,  on  two  promissory 
notes.  The  defendant  pleaded  nil  debet,  on  which  issue  w^as  joined ; 
also  payment,  to  which  plaintiffs  replied  that  defendant  did  not 
pay,  and  issue  was  thereupon  joined. 

The  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury.  On  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the 
plaintiffs  read  two  promissory  notes  without  objectiqn.  The 
defendant  then  called  a  witness,  and  offered  to  prove  that  Marbell 
Camden,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  was  dead  at  the  commencement  of 
this  suit,  to  which  the  plaintiffs  objected.  The  Colirt  overruled 
the  objection,  and  permitted  the  proof.  The  witness  stated  that 
he  was  informed  by  John  B.  Camden,  one  of  said  plaintiffs,  that 
the  said  Marbell  Camden  was  dead ;  he  also  heard  other  persons 
in  St.  Louis  say  the  same.  He  had  also  seen  a  notice  of  his  death 
in  a  newspaper. 

This  being  all  the  evidence,  the  defendant  asked  the  Court  to 
instruct  the  jury,  that  if  they  believed  from  the  evidence  that  the 
said  Marbell  Camden  was  dead  when  this  suit  was  commenced, 
they  must  find  for  the  defendant;  which  instruction  was  given. 

The  plaintiffs  asked  the  Court  to  give  the  following  instructions 
to  the  jury,  to  wit,  "If  they  believed  from  the  evidence,  that  the 
defendant  made  the  notes  in  the  petition  mentioned  to'  the  said 
plaintiffs,  as  stated  in  the  petition,  and  that  said  notes  have  not 
been  paid  by  the  defendant,  then  they  will  find  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiffs.  That  the  jury  were  to  confine  their  enquiries  to  the 
matters  put  in  issue  by  the  pleas  of  the  defendant,  and  that  unless 
they  believe  the  evidence  given  on  the  trial  supports  the  pleas, 
they  must  find  for  the  plaintiffs  ;"  which  instructions  the  Court 
refused  to  give.  To  the  reception  of  the  evidence  and  instructions 
given,  as  well  as  to  the  refusal  to  give  the  instructions  asked  by 
them,  the  plaintiffs  excepted.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant,  on  which  judgment  was  rendered. 

The  assignment  of  errors  questions  the  correctness  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Court  below,  on  the  trial. 

The  evidence  was  inadmissible.  If  one  of  the  plaintiffs  had 
died  before  the  commencement  of  the.  suit,  this  fact  was  no  bar  to 
the  action,  and  could  only  be  available  to  the  defendant  by  plead- 
ing in  abatement.(l) 

(1)  1  Chit.  Plead.,  482. 
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The  evidence  being  inadmissible,  the  instruction  given  on  the 
prayer  of  the  defendant  was  clearly  wrong. 

The  Court  also  erred  in  refusing  the  instructions  asked  for  by 
the  plaintiffs. 

The  judgment  is  consequently  reversed,  with  costs,  and  the 
cause  remanded,  with  instructions  to  the  Court  below  to  award  a 
venire  cle  novo. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Note.    Coleman  v.  Henderson  ct  al.,  Ante,  251. 


James  A.  Collins,  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Wil- 
liam H.  WiTiiAM,  deceased,  plaintiff  in  error,  v. 
Geenleaf  C.  Robinsojs",  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Morgan. 

A  subsequent  agreement,  whether  verbal  or  written,  to  make  a  contract  payable  at  a 
specified  pLice,  does  not  confer  jurisdiction  on  the  Circuit  Court  to  award  its  process  to 
a  different  county  from  that  in  which  the  Court  is  held.  Under  the  statute,  the  con- 
tract is  an  entire  thing,  and  cannot  be  made  at  different  times,  even  on  the  same  day. 

Where  a  declaration  did  not  show  that  the  Court  below  had  jurisdiction,  and  upon  demur- 
rer to  a  plea  in  abatement  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  the  Court  below  decided  for 
the  defendant,  and  dismissed  the  cause,  refusing  permission  to  the  plaintiff  to  reply: 
Held,  that  the  Supreme  Court  would  not  investigate  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings 
upon  the  plea  and  demurrer. 

This  cause  was  decided  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  November 
term,  1839,  before  the  Hon.  William  Thomas. 

M.  McConnell  and  J.  A.  McDougall,  for   the  plaintiff  in 
error. 

* 
J.  J.  Hardin,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

LoCKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 
The  summons  issued  in  this  cause  was  directed  to  the  sheriff  of 
Schuyler  county. 

The  declaration  is  in  assumpsit^  and  states,  that  at  the  county 
of  Morgan,  the  defendant  made  his  certain  promise  in  writing, 
dated  the  20th  day  of  April,  1835,  by  which  Eobinson,  the  defend- 
ant below,  promised  that  on  the  1st  day  of  January,  1836,  he 
would  deliver  to  the  said  "Witham,  now  deceased,  or  order,  due 
bills  on  good  and  responsible  men,  endorsed  by  him,  said  defend 
ant,  for  the  amount  and  sum  of  $568.74:,  in  consideration  of  cer- 
tain goods  sold  by  said  Witham  to  said  Eobinson,  which  were 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  day  of  April,  1835,  agreed  to  be 
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paid  and  delivered  to  the  said  Witham,  in  Morgan  county.  The 
declaration  contains  no  averment  that  Morgan  county  is  the  resi- 
dence of  the  plaintiff. 

The  record  contains  several  contradictory  motions  and  orders, 
which  it  is  unnecessary  to  notice. 

At  the  second  term  after  the  return  of  the  summons,  a  plea  in 
abatement  was  filed,  to  which  the  plaintiff  demurred,  and  the 
defendant  joined.  The  Court  below  overruled  the  demurrer,  and 
refused  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  answer  the  defendant's  plea  in 
abatement;  and  thereupon  quashed  the  writ,  and  dismissed  the 
suit. 

The  assignment  of  errors  questions  the  right  of  the  defendant 
to  file  a  plea  in  abatement  at  the  third  term,  and  avers  that  the 
Court  erred  in  refusing  permission  to  the  plaintiff  to  file  a  replica- 
tion to  the  defendant's  plea  in  abatement. 

It  is,  however,  unnecessary  for  the  Court  to  express  any  opinion 
upon  the  regularity  of  these  proceedings,  as  the  declaration  is 
defective,  in  not  showing  that  the  Circuit  Court  of  Morgan  county 
had  jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  the  defendant.  Doubtless  the 
plaintiff  intended  to  confer  jurisdiction  on  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Morgan  county,  by  the  averment  contained  in  the  declaration,  that 
after  the  making  of  the  within  contract  to  deliver  the  due  bills, 
the  defendant  subsequently,  on  the  same  day,  agreed  to  deliver 
them  in  Morgan  county.     This  we  consider  insufficient. 

The  language  of  the  statute  authorizing  process  to  be  issued  to  a 
different  county  from  that  from  which  it  emariates  is,  "  That 
hereafter  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  plaintiff  to  sue  a  defendant 
out  of  the  county  where  the  latter  resides,  or  may  be  found, 
except  in  cases  where  the  debt,  contract,  or  cause  of  the  action 
accrued  in  the  county  of  the  plaintiff,  or  where  the  contract  may 
have  specifically  been  made  payable,  when  it  shall  be  lawful  to  sue 
in  such  county,  and  process  may  issue  against  the  defendant,  to 
the  sheriff  of  the  county  where  he  resides."(l)  The  contract 
designated  in  this  provision  of  the  statute  is  an  entire  thing,  and 
cannot  be  made  at  different  times,  so  as  to  justify  issuing  the  pro- 
cess to  a  different  county.  A  subsequent  agreement,  whether 
written  or  verbal,  to  make  a  contract  p.nyable  at  a  specific  place, 
does  not  confer  jurisdiction  on  the  Circuit  Court  to  award  its  pro- 
cess to  a  different  county  from  that  in  which  the  Court  is  held. 

The  declaration  being  in  this  respect  defective,  it  would  be  a 
useless  expense  to  the  parties  to  send  the  cause  back,  even  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  proceedings  below  were  irreg- 
ular.    The  judgment,  consequently,  is  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.    See  Beaubien  v.  Brinckerhoff,  Ante,  269,  and  note  ;  Sheperd  v.  Ogden,  Ante,  257, 
(1)  E.  L.,  145 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  16G. 
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JoH]sr  W.  Evans,  appellant,  v.  George  Lohe,  appellee. 
Appeal  fro'^n  Morgan. 

Where  the  Court  has  given  improper  instructions  to  the  jury,  or  withheld  such  as  are  legal 
and  appropriate,  when  asked  for,  the  proper  course  to  adopt  to  enable  the  Court  to  cor- 
rect the  error,  and  do  justice  to  the  parties,  is  for  counsel  to  apply  for  a  new  trial. 

The  Court  will  never  arrest  a  judgment,  except  for  some  intrinsic  cause  apparent  upon  the 
face  of  the  record;  where  there  is  enough  apparent  upon  the  face  of  it  to  enable  the  Court  to 
give  judgment  upon  the  whole  record,  it  will  never  arrest  the  judgment,  nor  will  an 
application  for  that  purpose  be  entertained,  if  made  by  the  party  committing  the  error. 

It  is  no  defense  to  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  that  the  plaintiff,  in  consideration 
of  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  a  third  person,  to  pay  additional  interest  on  the  note 
sued  on,  promised  and  agreed  with  the  defendant  to  extend  the  time  of  payment  to  a 
time  subsequent  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit ;  nor  is  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff,  in 
consideration  of  the  promise  of  a  thir.d  person  to  pay  the  note,  verbally  discharged  and 
released  the  defendant  from  the  payment  thereof.  Such  agreements  on  the  part  of  the 
the  third  person  are  without  consideration  and  void,  and  consequently  the  promise  or 
release  of  the  plaintiff  is  without  consideration. 

It  is  not  the  province  of  a  Court  r.o  moot  points  of  law,  nor  can  it  be  required  to  give 
opinions  upon  abstract  propositions.  A  bill  of  exceptious,  therefore,  should  contain 
enough  of  the  case  to  show  the  materialitv  or  the  application  of  the  instruciious  asked. 

Semble,  That  although  the  issue  made  by  tte  parties  in  a  cause  may  be  immaterial,  yet 
the  Court  is  bound,  if  called  on  by  the  defendant,  to  instruct  the  jury  that  if  the  evi- 
dence supports  the  issue,  they  must  find  for  the  defendant.     Sed  qnere. 

This  was  an  action  of  Je&i;  commenced  by  the  appellee  against  the 
appellant,  on  the  19th  of  October,  1839,  by  petition  and  Summons, 
on  two  notes  of  $2,300  each,  both  dated  March  11th,  1837,  one 
due  in  twelve  months,  the  other  in  two  years  from  date. 

At  the  November  term,  1839,  of  the  Morgan  Circuit  Court, 
the  defendant  filed  three  pleas.  The  first  plea  avers  that  previous 
to  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  and  with 
the  defendant  and  Joseph  Duncan,  upon  the  condition  and  for  the 
consideration,  that  the  said  Duncan  would  promise  and  agree  to 
pay  the  said  several  sums  of  money  in  the  petition  mentioned  to 
the  plaintiff,  that  he  would  cancel  the  notes  sued  upon,  and  surren- 
der them  up  to  this  defendant;  and  that  Duncan,  at  plaintiff's 
special  instance  and  request,  and  by  consent  of  the  defendant,  did 
promise  and  agree  with  the  plaintiff,  that  he  would  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  the  several  sums  of  money  in  the  petition  mentioned,  at  a 
time  thereafter  agreed  upon  between  h-im  and  Duncan,  and  that 
the  plaintiff",  in  consideration  thereof,  agreed  to  and  with  the 
defendant  to  release  him  from  the  payment  of  the  same.  And  the 
plaintiff'  did  then  and  there  release  and  discharge  the  defendant, 
and  accepted  and  received  the  said  promises  of  the  said  Duncan, 
in  full  discharge  of  the  defendant  from  the  payment  of  the  notes 
sued  on  in  the  petition  mentioned. 

The  second  plea  was  nil  debet. 
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The  third  plea  averred  "  that  after  the  commencement  of  the 
suit  the  plaintiff,  in  consideration  that  Joseph  Duncan  had  prom- 
ised the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  eight  hundred  dollars  in  twenty  days 
from  the  time  of  making  said  promise,  and  during  the  sitting  of  the 
Morgan  county  Circuit  Court,  at  the  November  term,  1839  ;  and 
also  to  pay  him  the  residue  of  what  might  be  remaining  of  the  whole 
amount  of  the  notes  sued  on,  after  deducting  the  $800,  on  the  1st 
day  of  March,  18-10,  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  agreed  with  said  defend- 
ant, that  he  would  dismiss  the  suit;  and  that, the  plaintiff  did  then 
and  there  release  and  discharge  the  defendant  from  all  further  pay- 
ments and  liabilities  upon  said  notes  ;  and  the  defendant  avers  that 
the  promise  and  undertaking  of  the  said  Duncan  was  for  a  valua- 
ble consideration  received  by  him  from  the  defendant,  and  was 
made  at  plaintiff's  special  instance  and  request." 

Issue  was  joined  upon  the  allegations  of  release  in  these  pleas. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  the  Hon,  William  Thomas  and  a 
jury.  The  jurv  returned  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for 
$4,231.19  debt," and  $388.51  damages. 

The  defendant  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  which  motion  was 
overruled,  and  judgment  rendered  on  the  verdict.  The  defendant 
tendered  his  bill  of  exceptions,  which  was  signed  and  sealed  by 
the  j  udge. 

The  defendant  appealed  to  this  Court. 

The  reasons  assigned  for  an  arrest  of  judgment,  in  the  Court 
below,  were  as  follows : 

"  First.  The  first  instruction  asked  by  the  defendant,  and  pre- 
served in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  should  have  been  given  as  a 
defense  under  the  plea  of  nil  debet,  and  the  Court  erred  in  over- 
ruling the  instructions. 

"  Secondly.  That  under  the  pleadings  in  the  cause,  the  defendant 
was  authorized  to. show  a  verbal  discharge,  and  that  the  same  was 
a  good  defense,  and  that  the  Court  erred  in  refusmg  to  say  to  the 
jury  that  such  was  the  law  of  the  case." 

The  bill  of  exceptions  is  as  follows :  "  And  now  at  this  day  came 
the  said  parties,  and  a  jury  having  been  impanneled  to  try  the  issue 
joined,  and  the  evidence  being  closed,  the  counsel  of  defendant 
requested  the  Court  to  instruct  the  jury,  'That  if  in  consideration 
of  a  promise  or  agreement  on  the  part  of  Duncan  to  pay  additional 
interest  on  the  notes  sued  on,  the  plaintiff  promised  and  agreed 
with  defendant  to  extend  the  time  of  payment  of  said  notes  to  a 
time  subsequent  to  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  or  to  the  spring 
of  1840,  they  must  find  for  the  defendant.  Which  instructions  the 
Court  refused.  The  defendant's  counsel  then  requested  the  Court 
to  instruct  the  jury,  tbat  if  they  believed  that  for  and  in  consideration 
of  Duncan's  assuming  to  pay  the  notes  in  the  petition  mentioned, 
the  plaintiff  verbally  discharged  and  released  the  said  defendant 
from  the  payment  thereof,  that  then  they  must  find  for  the  defend- 
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ant ;  which  instruction  the  Court  refused  to  give,  and  said  the  same 
was  contrary  to  the  law,  but  as  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  con- 
sented that  they  might  consider  the  same  as  law  in  this  case,  the 
jury  might  so  consider  it.  To  all  which  opinions  and  decisions  of 
the  Court,  the  defendant,  by  his  counsel  excepts,"  &c. 

M.  McCoNNEL  and  J.  A.  McDougall,  for  the  appellant,  relied 
upon  the  following  points  and  authorities : 

"  After  the  breach  of  a  sealed  instrument  the  right  of  action  may 
be  waived,  or  released  by  a  new  parol  contract,  or  by  any  valid 
parol  executory  contract."  Delacroix  v.  Bulkley,  13  Wendell,  71. 

"  A  promise  to  extend  the  time  of  payment  of  a  note,  made 
subsequent  to  its  execution,  may  be  set  up  as  a  defense,  when 
there  is  a  sufficient  consideration."  Miller  v.  Holbrook,  1  Wendell, 
817;  Langworthy  v.  Smith,  2  Wendell,  587;  Blood  v.  Goodrich, 
9  Wendell,  68. 

J.  J.  Hardin,  for  the  appellee : 

The  cases  cited  in  the  appellant's  brief  do  not  apply  to  this 
case.  Duncan  was  no  party  to  the  suit,  or  to  the  contract  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant;  and  any  agreement  between  the  plaintiff 
below,  and  a  third  person,  could  not  vitiate  or  set  aside  the  notes. 

Besides,  a  release  cannot  be  made  by  parol  and  the  notes  which 
were  under  seal  still  be  retained,  especially  if  the  agreement  to 
release  is  made  to  a  third  person.  19  Johns.,  129 ;  13  Johns.,  87 ; 
1  Cowen,  122. 

The  reasons  assigned  by  the  appellant,  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
are  such  as,  if  valid  in  law,  could  onl}'-  be  given  for  a  new  trial ; 
the}''  could  not  avail  on  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 
The  plaintiff  below  sued  the  defendant  upon  two  promissory 
notes  for  $2,300  each.  The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  that  the 
plaintiff',  in  consideration  of  a  promise  by  J.  Duncan  to  pay  the 
notes,  discharged  and  acquitted  the  defendant  of  all  liability;  sec- 
ondly, a  plea  of  nil  debet ;  and  thirdly,  a  plea,  puis  darrein  continu- 
ance^ that  in  consideration  of  certain  promises  made  by  J.  Duncan, 
after  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff  promised  and 
agreed  to  dismiss  it,  and  did  then  and  there  release  the  defendant 
from  all  liability  on  account  of  .said  notes  sued  on. 

It  does  not  appear  that  any  evidence  was  introduced  by  the 
defendant,  but  before  the  jury  retired,  the  counsel  moved  the 
Court  to  give  the  jury  the  following  instructions:  First,  That  if, 
in  consideration  of  a,  promise  by  J.  Duncan  to  pay  additional 
interest  on  the  notes,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  extend  the  time  of 
payment  to  a  period  subsequent  to  the  commencement  of  this  suit, 
they  should  find  for  defendant ;  Secondly,  That  if,  in  consideration 
of  Duncan's  promise,  to  pay  the  notes,  the  plaintift"  verbally 
released  the  defendant,  they  must  find  a  verdict  for  him.  These 
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instructions  the  Court  said,  were  contrary  to  law,  but  as  the  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff  consented  that  the  jury  might  consider  them  as 
law  in  this  case,  they  might  so  consider  them.  To  these  instruc- 
tions, thus  qualified  by  the  Court,  and  the  refusal  to  give  them  as 
prayed  for,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  excepted,  and,  after 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  which  was 
overruled  by  the  Court. 

When  the  Court  has  given  improper  instructions  to  the  jury, 
or  withheld  such  as  are  legal  and  appropriate,  when  asked  for,  the 
proper  course  to  adopt  to  enable  the  Court  to  correct  the  error 
and  do  justice  to  the  parties,  is  for  counsel  to  apply  for  a  new  trial.(a) 
The  Court  will  never  arrest  a  judgment  except  for  some  intrinsic 
cause  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  record  ;  such,  for  example,  as 
the  want  of  an  issue  upon  which  the  merits  of  the  case  may  be 
tried.  When  there  is  enough  apparent  upon  the  face  of  it,  to 
enable  the  Court  to  give  judgment  upon  the  whole  record,  it  will 
never  arrest  the  judgment,  nor  will  an  application  for  that  purpose 
be  entertained,  if  made  by  the  party  co:nmitting  the  error.  Upon 
these  principles,  then,  the  Court  very  properly  overruled  the 
defendant's  motion,  not  only  because  the  only  error  apparent  upon 
the  record  was  the  result  of  the  defendant's  own  act,  in  pleading 
insufiicient  pleas,  but  because  there  was  in  addition  to  the  first  and 
third  pleas,  which  were  immaterial,  the  plea  of  nil  debet,  to  which 
the  verdict  was  responsive,  and  upon  which  the  judgment  was 
properly  rendered. 

In  reference  to  the  instructions  alleged  to  have  been  applied  for, 
and  refused  by  the  Court,  it  is  manifest  from  the  bill  of  ex^-eptions 
that  the  assignment  of  errors  is  not  strictly  in  accordance  with  the 
facts  of  the  case.  The  Court  decided  that  the  instructions  were 
not  according  to  law,  but  by  consent  of  the  plaintiff's  counsel  the 
jury  might  consider  them  so  in  this  case. 

The  Court  refused  to  give  the  instructions  asked  for,  upon  its 
own  judgment,  but  gave  them  upon  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff's 
counsel. 

A  party  may  certainly  waive  a  legal  right,  and  without  determin- 
ing that  the  plaintiff  did  so  in  this  case,  the  defendant  having 
determined  the  full  benefit  of  the  instructions  he  required,  we  are  not 
satisfied  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  ought  to  be  reversed. 
Abstractedly  considered,  the  opinion  of  the  Court  in  reference  to  the 
instructions  was  correct.  Both  branches  of  these  instructions  are 
alike  in  principle,  and  may  be  considered  together.  If,  therefore, 
the  affirmative  of  both  propositions  were  admitted,  by  the  plaintiff, 
they  would  not  constitute  a  defense  to  his  right  of  recovery, 
because  they  would  impose  no  legal  obligation  on  any  of  the  parties. 
Duncan  was  no  party  to  the  contract  upon  which  suit  was  brought, 
his  promise,  therefore,   without  any  consideration,   to  pay  to  the 

(a)  Barnes  v.  Barber,  1  Gill.  R.,  401. 
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plaintiff  the  principal  or  interest  of  his  debt,  was  void,  inasmuch 
as  it  was  to  answer  for  the  debt  or  default  of  another. 

As  Duncan's  undertaking  to  the  plaintiff  was  void,  and  as  that 
was  the  only  consideration  upon  which  the  plaintiff's  agreement 
in  reference  to  time,  or  the  discharge  of  the  defendant's  liability, 
is  founded,  it  necessarily  follows  that  these  promises,  imputed  to 
the  plaintiff,  are  also  void,  and  cannot  be  set  up  in  bar  of  his 
recovery,  (a) 

It  is  undobtedly  the  rule  that  although  the  issue  made  by  the 
parties  in  a  cause  may  be  immaterial,  yet  the  Court  is  bound,  if 
called  on  by  the  defendant,  to  instruct  the  jury  that  if  the  evidence 
supports  the  issue,  if  any  tending  to  do  so  was  offered,  they  must 
find  for  the  defendant. (Z))  But  it  is  not  the  province  for  a  court  to 
moot  points  of  law,  nor  can  it  be  required  to  give  opinions  upon 
abstract  propositions.  The  bill  of  exception  ought,  therefore,  to 
contain  enough  of  the  case  to  show  the  materiality  or  the  applica- 
tion of  the  instructions  asked  for.  This  however  has  not  been 
done  in  this  case.  The  bill  of  exceptions  neither  contains  the 
testimony,  nor  states  that  any  was  given,  nor  is  there  anything 
from  which  it  can  be  fairly  inferred  that  any  was  offered. 

But,  inasmuch  as  the  Court  gave  the  instructions,  although  it  did 
so  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiff,  and  on  his  concession,  and  as  the 
jury,  notwithstanding,  found  for  the  plaintiff,  the  presumption  is 
against  the  defendant's  having  made  out  his  defense  by  testimony. 
It  was,  at  all  events,  incumbent  upon  the  defendant  to  show  the 
application  of  the  instructions  asked  for,  to  his  case.  ■  If  he 
adduced  any  testimony,  he  ought  to  have  shown  that  fact ;  and 
having  failed  to  do  so  we  cannot  supply  the  omission  by  inference, 
and  in  so  domg  pronounce  the  decision  of  the  Court  erroneous. 
This  would  be  a  violation  of  a  well-established  rule,  that  the 
decision  of  the  Court  below  is  presumed  to  be  correct,  unless  the 
contrary  is  made  to  appear. 

The  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(a)  Scott  V.  Thomas,  1  Scam.  E.,  58.  [h)  Hitchcock  v.  Haigbt,  2  Gil.  R.,  604. 


RoBEET  A.  Kinzie,  appellant,  v.  James  W.  Penrose, 

appellee. 

Appeal  from   Cook. 

The  appellant  filed  his  bill  in  the  Cook  Circuit  Court,  sitting  as  a  conrt  of  chancery,  and 
set  out,  in  subst.ince,  tliat  lie  agreed  to  convey  to  the  appellee  lot  No.  10,  in  block  No. 
12,  in  Kinzie's  Addition  to  the  town  of  Chicago,  for  the  sum  of  forty-two  dollars,  and 
that  at  the  same  time,  to  wit,  on  the  9th  of  March,  1833,  he  also  agreed  to  convey  to 
said  appellee,  lot  No.  11,  in  said  block  No.  12,  upon  the  condition  that  the  said  appellee 
should  thereafter,  and  before  the  let  of  August,  1834,  build  and  finish  a  good  dwelling- 
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house  upon  said  lot  No.  11 ;  and  that  his  motive  therefor  was  to  enhance  the  vahi'e  of 
his  remaining  lots  in  said  addition  ;  and  that  for  the  consideration  stated,  and  no  other, 
he  did,  on  the  said  9tli  of  March,  1833.  execute  and  deliver  to  tlie  said  defendant  a  good 
and  sufficient  deed  of  conveyance  for  the  said  lots.  No.  10  and  11. 

The  bill  further  stated  the  absolute  neglect  and  refusal  of  the  appellee  to  erect  the 
house. 

The  bill  further  recited  the  acknov^ledgment  of  the  appellee,  in  a  certain  letter  to  individ- 
uals named  in  the  bill,  that  he  had  not  observed  the  condition  on  which  he  had 
received  the  conveyance  of  lot  No.  11,  and  his  perfect  vpillingness  to  jeconvey  the 
same  to  the  appellant,  or  pay  a  valuable  consideration  therefor  ;  and  that  during  the 
pendency  of  a  negotiation  for  tlie  settlement  of  the  controversy  the  appellee  "wrote  a 
■  letter  to  the  brother  of  the  aiipellant,  on  the  6th  day  of  March,  1835,  repeating  his 
"willingness  to  give  up  the  saia  lot  to  the  appellant,  preferring,  ho"wever,  to  purchase 
it.  TGat  the  appellant  informed  the  appellee  of  the  price  to  be  paid  for  the  lot,  and 
requested  him  to  pay  the  same  or  reconvey  the  lot  to  the  appellant ;  but  that  he  subse- 
quently refused  to  do  either.  To  this  bill  the  appellee  appeared  and  filed  a 
demurrer. 

The  complainant  subsequently  filed  an  amended  bill,  "which  stated  that  the  forty-t"wo 
dollars  named  as  the  consideration  for  the  two  lots,  Nos.  'lO  and  11,  in  the  deed,  was 
received  solely  as  the  consideration  for  the  lot  No.  10,  and  for  no  other  purpose  ;  and 
that  the  agreement  of  the  appellee  to  put  up  and  build  the  house  named  was  the  sole 
and  only  consideration,  for  the  conveyance  of  lot  No.  11.  The  bill  prayed  for  a  recon- 
veyance of  lot  No.  11,  &.C. 

To  this  amended  bill  the  defendant  demurred,  and  the  appellant  joined  in  the  demurrer, 
which  the  Circuit  Court  sustained  :  Held,  That  the  decision  was  erroneous,  and  that 
there  was  sufficient  equity  in  the  bill  to  entitle  the  complainant  to  relief. 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that  it  is  competent  for  a  party  to  show  a  different  consid- 
eration, from  the  one  stated  in  the  deed,  as  between  the  partiee  to  it,  under  peculiar  circum- 
stances. 

There  are  several  exceptions  to  the  general  rule  of  evidence  that  a  party  cannot  contradict 
his  deed,  or  enter  into  proof  of  any  other  consideration  than  that  expressed  in  the  deed. 

These  exceptions  prevail  in  cases  of  fraud,  mistake,  imposition,  or  oppression ;  and  in 
cases  where  deeds  have  been  entered  into  upon  secret  trusts  between  the  parties. 

Where  the  statute  of  frauds  is  not  pleaded  it  will  not  be  noticed. 

The  complainant  filed  his  bill  in  cliancery  in  the  Cook  Circuit 
Court,  alleging  that,  being  the  owner  and  proprietor  of  that  part 
of  the  town  of  Chicago  known  as  "  Kinzie's  Addition,''  he  sold 
lot  No.  10,  in  block  No.  12,  to  the  defendant,  on  the  9th  of  March, 
1833,  for  forty-two  dollars ;  and  also  at  the  time  deeded  to  defend- 
ant lot  No  11,  in  the  same  block.  That  tbe  forty-two  dollars 
mentioned  as  the  consideration  money  in  the  deed  was  paid  for  lot 
No.  10,  and  that  lot  No  11  was  deeded  to  defendant  upon  an 
agreement  between  the  parties  that  the  defendant  should,  before 
the  first  day  of  August,  1831,  erect,  build  and  finish  a  good 
dwelling-house  upon  the  said  lot  No.  11.  That  the  motive  which 
induced  the  complainant  to  deed  the  said  lot  to  defendant,  and  the 
only  consideration  for  such  conveyance,  was  the  agreement  of  the 
defendant  to  erect  and  complete  the  said  building  ;  the  said  com- 
plainant expecting  that  the  residue  of  his  lots  in  the  said  addition 
would  be  greatly  enhanced  in  value  by  the  erection  and  comple- 
tion of  said  building.  That  the  deed  of  conveyance  of  the  two 
lots  was  duly  acknowledged,  and  recorded  in  the  recorder's  office  of 
the  Cook  county,  a  certified  copy  of  which  is  exhibited  with  the 
bill ;  that  the  complainant  placed  great  confidence  in  the  defend- 


SPRINGFIELD.  517 


Kiuzie  v.  Penrose. 


ant ;  that  the  agreement  to  build,  which  was  the  sole  and  only 
consideration  for  which  said  lot  No.  11  was  conveyed,  was  by 
parol ;  and  that  the  defendant  combining,  &c.,  to  defraud  the  com- 
plainant, shortly  after  the  making  and  recording  of  the  said  deed, 
removed  himself  and  family  from  this  State,  and  beyond  the  juris- 
diction of  any  of  the  courts  of  law  of  this  State  ;  and  that  he 
has  neglected,  failed  and  refused  to  build  upon  and  improve  said 
lot  No.  11,  according  to  his  promise  and  agreement.  The  bill 
further  alleges  that  the  agreement  of  the  said  defendant,  by  which 
he  obtained  the  deed  for  said  lot  No.  11,  was  made  with  the  fraud 
ulent  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud  the  complainant  out  of  the  said 
lot,  and  for  no  other  purpose  whatever,  as  the  said  complainant 
believes,  and  so  charges  the  fact  to  be. 

The  bill  also  avers  that  sometime  in  the  fall  of  the  year  1884, 
the  defendant  was  informed  that  the  complainant  was  about  to 
commence  and  prosecute  a  suit  in  chancery  for  the  recovery  of 
the  said  lot  No.  11,  because  of  the  failure  of  the  defendant  to 
build  upon  and  improve  said  lot,  according  to  the  agreement;  and 
that  thereupon  the  said  defendant  wrote  letters  to  Col.  T.  J.  Y. 
Owen,  and  Col.  R.  J.  Hamilton,  acknowledging  that  he  had  for- 
feited the  said  lot,  by  his  non-compliance  with  the  agreement,  and 
also  empowered,  authorized  and  requested  either  of  said  gentlemen 
to  settle  the  same  with  the  complainant,  without  suit  or  further 
difficulty  ;  and  at  the  same  time  declared  his  willingness  to  recon- 
vey  the  lot  to  complainant,  or  pay  a  valuable  consideration  there- 
for, and  keep  it;  that  at  the  request  of  Col.  Owen,  the  complainant 
delaj'^ed  bringing  suit  until  it  could  be  ascertained  whether  the 
defendant  would  pay  the  price  set  upon  said  lot,  by  the  complain- 
ant, and  that  during  the  pendency  of  the  said  negotiation,  the 
defendant  wrote  to  the  complainant's  brother,  John  H.  Kinzie, 
from  Mackinaw,  on  the  6th  of  March,  1835,  repeating  his  wil- 
lingness to  give  up  the  lot  to  the  complainant,  but  declaring  that 
he  preferred  purchasing  it.  The  last  mentioned  letter  is  exhibited 
with  the  bill.  The  bill  further  avers  that  the  defendant  was 
informed  of  the  price  of  said  lot,  and  requested  to  forward  the 
price,  or  a  deed  of  release  of  the  same,  to  the  complainant,  as 
soon  as  it  could  be  done.  That  afterwards,  in  the  month  of 
July,  1835,  the  defendant  visited  Chicago,  and  remained  some 
days,  and  again  left,  without  paying  the  complainant  anything  for 
said  lot ;  but  refused  to  make  payment,  and  refused  to  reconvey 
the  said  lot  to  the  complainant,  or  to  arrange  the  matter  in  any 
way  whatever. 

The  bill  concludes  with  a  prayer  of  summons  to  the  defendant, 
and  that  he  be  required  to  answer  all  the  matters  and  things  therein 
upon  oath,  and  praj^s  a  decree  requiring  the  defendant  to  reconvey 
lot  No.  1 1 ,  &c. 


518  DECEMBER  TERM,  1840. 

Kinzie  v.  Penrose. 

The  bill  was  filed  and  summons  issued  on  the  17th  of  February, 
1836. 

The  summons  was  returned,  defendant  not  found,  and  publica- 
tion in  a  newspaper  was  then  duly  made. 

On  the  24:th  day  of  May,  1837,  the  defendant  filed  his  answer 
to  said  bill,  demurring  to  all  of  said  bill,  excepting  so  much  thereof 
as  charges  the  defendant  with  combination  and  fraud ;  and  for 
causes  of  demurrer  states,  "  that  the  complainant  has  not  by  his 
bill  made  such  a  case  as  entitles  him,  in  a  court  of  equity,  to  any 
discovery  from  the  defendant,  or  any  relief  against  him  as  to  the 
matters  contained  in  the  said  bill,  or  any  such  matters,  and  that  any 
discovery  which  can  be  made  by  this  defendant,  touching  the  mat- 
ters complained  of  in  the  said  bill,  or  any  of  them,  cannot  be  of 
any  avail  to  the  complainant  for  any  of  the  purposes  for  which  a 
discovery  is  sought  against  the  defendant  by  the  said  bill,  nor  enti- 
tle the  said  complainant  to  any  relief  in  this  Court,  touching  any 
of  the  matters  therein  complained  of.  Wherefore  and  for  divers 
other  good  causes  of  demurrer,  appearing  in  the  said  bill,  the  said 
defendant  does  demur,"  &c. 

The  answer,  as  to  the  charges  of  combination  and  fraud,  and  an 
intent  to  deceive  and  defraud  the  complainant,  wholly  denies  the 
said  allegations  in  the  bill,  and  concludes  with  a  prayer  to  be  dis- 
missed with  reasonable  costs,.  &c. 

At  the  May  term,  1837,  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  said  county,  the 
complainant  filed  an  amended  bill,  in  which  he  explicitly  alleges 
and  charges,  that  the  agreement  between  complainant  and  defend- 
ant was,  that,  in  consideration  of  the  deeding  of  said  lot  No.  11  to 
defendant,  by  complainant,  the  defendant  would  build  upon  and 
improve  said  lot ;  and  that  if  he  failed  to  erect  and  complete  the 
dwelling-house  upon  said  lot  before  the  1st  of  August,  1834,  he 
would  reconvey  the  said  lot,  by  deed  of  lease,  to  the  complainant, 
at  any  time  after  that  period.  The  complainant  avers  that  the 
agreement  to  improve  said  lot  was  the  sole  and  only  consideration 
for  the  deeding  of  said  lot  to  defendant,  and  states  the  neglect  and 
refusal  of  the  defendant  to  perform,  according  to  said  agreement, 
or  to  reconvey  to  the  complainant;  and  concludes  with  a  prayer  as 
in  the  original  bill. 

At  the  August  term,  1837,  of  said  Court,  the  defendant  filed  an 
amended  answer  and  demurrer,  denying  all  combination  and  fraud, 
or  intent  to  defraud,  and  demurring  to  all  the  residue  of  the  said  bill.  * 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  letter  from  Penrose  to  John  H. 
Kinzie,  referred  to  in  the  bill: 

"Mackinaw,  March  6th,  1835. 
"  Dear  sir, 

"  I  heard  last  fall,  by  accident,  that  your  brother  Robert  was 
about  entering  a  suit  in  chancery  for  the  recovery  of  the  lot  pre- 
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sented  me  on  condition  of  building.  I  have  written  to  Colonel 
Owen  to  have  this  affair  settled  ;  also  to  Colonel  Hamilton,  and 
have  not  received  a  line  from  either.  I  informed  them  I  wished  to 
settle  it  without  a  suit,  and  would  do  so,  by  giving  up  the  lot,  or 
any  other  mode  which  would  prove  satisfactory  to  him  (your 
brother).  I  would  prefer  purchasing,  if  I  can.  You  will  greatly 
oblige  me,  my  dear  Sir,  if  you  will  write  me  on  the  subject. 
"I  am,  very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

(Signed)  JAS.  W.  PENEOSE." 

On  the  9th  of  February,  1838,  the  complainant  filed  his  replica- 
tion to  the  answer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

At  the  March  term,  1838,  of  said  Court,  the  Hon.  John  Pear- 
son presiding,  the  demurrer  was  argued,  and  sustained  by  the  Court, 
and  the  bill  dismissed  at  the  costs  of  the  complainant. 

The  complainant  appealed  to  this  Court. 

B.  S.   Morris  and  J.  Grant,  for  the  appellant : 

The  appellee  acknowledged,  in  writing,  that  he  had  received  a 
deed,  and  promised  to  fulfill  the  agreement.  This  takes  it  out  of 
the  statute  of  frauds.  10  Wend.,  206;  2  Story's  Eq.,  90,  91; 
Cooper's  Eq.,  258  (3  a);  9  Vesey,  519. 

It  was  not  necessary  to  have  a  covenant  in  writing.  Francis' 
Maxims,  62,  63.  The  evidence  of  a  condition  resting  merely  in 
parol,  or  oral,  is  frequently  admitted.  Wright,  305. 

Equity  will  examine  into  a  deed  to  see  if  it  be  a  mortgage,  though 
it  be  absolute  upon  its  face.  Wright,  249. 

Receipt  in  the  deed  does  not  prevent  a  party  from  asserting  his 
lien  for  the  purchase-money.  4  Wheat.,  277 ;  1  Wash.,  88 ;  2 
Wash.,  141 ;  7  Wheat.,  46. 

A  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  may  be  in  writing,  and  the  con- 
sideration may  be  reserved  by  parol.  1  J.J.  Marsh.,  888,  552. 

Estates  upon  condition,  see  4  Kent,  121;  5  Pick.,  528. 

Specific  performance  of  agreement.  2  Paige,  177 ;  3  Johns., 
Dig.  70,  §17. 

.J.  BuTTERFiELD  and  James  H.  Collins,  for  the  appellee: 

1.  The  condition  set  up  in  the  bill  of  complainant,  to  defeat  the 
conveyance  in  fee  simple,  of  the  lot  in  question,  is  void,  because  the 
condition  is  not  by  deed  under  seal.  2  Coke  Litt,,  225,  d.  §  265 ; 
2  Cruise  Dig.,  5 ;  4  Kent  Com.  (3d  edition),  120,  122 ;  2  Coke 
Litt.,  201,  d.  §  325;  2  Black.  Com.,  152,  154. 

2.  A  court  of  equity  will  never  lend  its  aid  to  divest  an  estate 
for  the  breach  of  a  condition  subsequent.  4  Kent's  Com.,  129,  130  ; 
1  Edwards'  Ch.  R.,  229;  2  Cruise  Dig.,  80;  2  Coke  Litt.,  218, 
note  d. ;  2  Black.  Com.,  156 ;  3  Black.  Com.,  174,  175. 

3.  The  complainant  cannot  contradict  his  deed,  nor  enter  into 
proof  of  any  other  consideration  than  that  expressed  in  the  deed, 
for  this  would  be  contrary  to  the  deed.  1  Johns,  Chan.,  178,  381, 
425,  429. 
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Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinionoftbe  Court:  (after  stating 
tlie  facts  in  the  case.)  (1) 

We  think  the  demurrer  ought  not  to  have  been  sustained. 

The  consideration  upon  which  the  lot  No.  11  was  conveyed  suf- 
ficiently appears  by  the  exhibit  of  the  letter  of  Penrose,  the  appel- 
lee, to  have  been  the  one  stated  in  the  bill.  The  letter  is  explicit 
that  the  lot  was  presented  or  transferred  by  conveyance,  on  the 
express  condition  of  building. 

There  can  be  no  question  that  it  is  competent  for  the  appellant  to 
show  a  different  consideration  than  the  one  stated  in  the  deed,  as 
between  the  parties  to  it.     The  true  consideration  is  admitted,  and 
therefore  it  would  be  but  equitable  that  the  appellee  should  perform  ■ 
his  part  of  the  real  original  contract  between  the  parties. 

If  it  be  objected  that  this  was  a  parol  contract  concerning  the 
sale  of  lands,  and  consequently  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  it  may 
be  replied,  if  it  be  so  considered,  that  the  statute  has  not  been 
pleaded,  and  consequently,  as  the  contract  is  not  sought  to  be 
avoided  under  the  statute,  the  Court  will  not  notice  it. 

We  think  there  is  sufficient  equity  in  the  bill. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  further  proceedings. 

A  rehearing  having  been  had  in  this  case,  we  proceed  to  reaffirm 
the  opinion  heretofore  expessed  in  the  cause,  and  to  state  more 
fully  the  reasons  for  still  entertaining  the  conclusions  to  which  we 
came  on  the  first  hearing;  and  also  to  answer  the  objections  urged 
by  counsel  against  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court. 

It  has  been  strenuously  insisted  on,  that  the  complainant  cannot 
contradict  his  deed,  nor  enter  into  proof  of  any  other  consideration 
than  that  expressed  in  the  deed,  for  that  would  be  contrary  to  the 
deed. 

As  a  general  rule,  the  proposition  is  admitted  ;  but  there  are 
exceptions  to  all  general  rules.  To  this  general  rule  of  evidence, 
which  prevails  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law,  there  is  admitted  to  be 
several  exceptions,  and  that  these  exceptions  prevail  in  cases  of 
fraud,  mistake,  imposition,  or  oppression  ,  and  in  cases  where  deeds 
have  been  entered  into  upon  secret  trusts  between  the  parties.  A 
very  strong  case  of  an  exception  to  the  general  rule  is  to  be  found 
in  Washington's  Virginia  Reports  of  cases  decided  in  the  Court  of 
Appeals  in  that  State,(2)  in  which  parol  evidence  was  admitted  to 
prove  that  an  absolute  deed  was  intended  to  operate  as  a  mortgage. 
The  Court,  in  that  case,  say,  that '•  It  is  objected  in  this  case  that 
here  is  an  absolute  deed,  and  that  no  parol  proof  is  to  be  admitted 
to  contradict  it.  This  is  a  question  important  in  its  consequences, 
but  which,  in  its  full  latitude,  cannot  be  admitted  either  way,  as  the 
general  rule ;  that  is  to  say,  we  cannot  determine  that  it  is  not  to  be 

(I)  The  Reporter  has  omitted  the  statement  of  the  case  made  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  because  the  facts  have  already  been  given. 
{2}  1  Wash.  R.,  19. 


SPRINGFIELD.  521 


Kinzie  v.  Penrose. 


admitted  in  any  case,  or  that  it  is  to  be  admitted  in  all  cases.  To 
say  it  shall  be  admitted  in  no  case  would  be  to  overturn  all  the 
decisions  in  which  relief  has  been  granted  against  deeds,  upon  the 
grounds  of  fraud,  mistake,  oppression,  or  imposition  ;  or  that  they 
were  made  upon  secret  trust  between  the  parties.  In  all  which 
cases  the  fact,  which  is  the  ground  of  relief,  is  established  by  the 
testimony  of  witnesses.  Of  the  first  class,  the  books  abound  with 
instances,  which  are  stated  in  the  case  of  Lord  Irnham  v.  Child.(l) 
Of  the  latter,  there  are  also  many.  The  case  of  Gascoigne  v. 
Tewing(2)  is  a  strong  one.  A.  purchased  in  the  name  of  B,,  to 
whom  the  conveyance  was  made;  A.  was  admitted  to  prove  that 
he  paid  the  purchase-money,  so  as  to  make  it  a  resulting  trust  to 
himself.  So  in  the  case  of  Hill  et  ux.  v.  Wiggett,(8)  a  surrender 
of  a.  feme  covert,  and  the  admission  upon  the  ro^  was  of  a  moiety 
only  of  her  estate,  yet  an  entry  on  the  steward's  book,  and  parol 
proof  by  the  foreman  of  the  jury,  were  admitted  as  good  evidence 
to  prove  she  surrendered  the  whole."(rt) 

Another  case  is  referred  to,  supposed  to  militate  against  the  dis- 
tiiiction  contended  for,  but  it  is  remarked,  "  The  general  principles 
of  the  case  prove  that  parol  evidence,  where  there  is  a  deed,  is  not 
to  be  admitted  in  all  cases,  nor  refused  in  all ;  every  case  must 
depend  upon  its  own  circumstances.  In  that  just  noticed,  the  Chan- 
cellor admitted  the  proofs  to  be  read,  to  discover  if  there  were 
grounds  for  relief,  on  a  new  head  of  equity,  and  on  the  testimony, 
determined  there  was  not." 

Parol  proof  that  a  deed,  absolute  in  its  terms,  is  in  fact  a  mort- 
gage is  admissible.(4) 

The  cases  cited  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error,  fi'om  1 
Johnson's  Chancery  Reports,  do  not  militate  against  the  principles 
of  exception  to  the  rule  contended  for,  nor,  it  is  thought,  deny  the 
justice  of  the  rule.  In  that  most  relied  on,  of  Stevens  v.  Cooper, (5) 
the  Chancellor  remarks,  "The  general  rule  is  certainly  not  to  be 
questioned  or  disturbed.  It  ought  not  to  be  a  S'ubject  of  discussion. 
It  is  as  well  grounded  in  reason  and  policy,  as  it  is  in  authority ; 
nor  does  this  case  come  within  any  exception  admitted  here  to  the 
Operation  of  the  rule." 

If  no  relief  should  be  afforded  the  complainant,  it  is  most  evident 
that  the  defendant  will  receive  valuable  property,  without  the  per- 
formance of  a  condition  admitted  to  have  been  one  of  the  conditions 
of  the  conveyance  of  the  land,  and  in  violation  of  an  express  stipu- 
lation between  the  parties. 

The  complainant-anticipated  an  increase  to  the  value  of  the  res- 
idue of  his  property  adjacent  to  the  lot  conveyed,  by  the  agreement 

(1)  1  Bro.  Ch.  C,  92.  (2)  1  Vern.,  366.  (3)  2  Vera.,  547. 

4)  9  Wend.,  227.  (5)  1  Johns.  Ch.,  429. 

(^)  Ayvesw.  McConnell,  15  111.  K.,  230;  Farrar  w.  Hiuch,  20  111.  R.,  649;  Sidder  v. 
Riley,  22  111.  R.,  Ill ;  Curtis  v.  Root,  28  III.  II.,  37o  ;  Kimball  v.  Walker,  30  111.  R.,  482  ; 
J.  C.  J.  Co.  V.  Wolf,  37  111.  R.,  355. 
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to  build  ;  and  suppose  it  would  have  been  observed  by  the  defendant, 
in  good  faith.  The  Court  see  no  just  reason  why  the  latter  should 
be  absolved  from  his  engagement,  and  also  retain  the  lot,  without 
giving  any  compensation  therefor.  The  admission  of  the  parol  evi- 
dence shows  only  that  there  was  an  additional  consideration  for  the 
conveyance,  which  existed  at  the  time,  and  must  naturally  be  sup- 
posed to  enter  into  the  inducements  for  the  sale  of  the  ground. 
Hence  we  are  not  satisfied  that  the  parol  proof  should  be  excluded, 
but  believe  it  ought  to  be  admitted,  on  the  ground  of  preventing  the 
perpetration  of  an  imposition,  an  act  of  oppression  on  the  com- 
plainant. 

The  objection,  then,  that  the  condition  is  not  by  deed  under  seal, 
but  resting  in  parol,  is  met  by  the  reasons  stated  for  the  admissi-- 
bility  of  such  proof. 

The  other  ground  assumed  by  counsel,  that  a  court  of  equity 
will  never  lend  its  aid  to  divest  an  estate,  for  the  breach  of  a  condi- 
tion subsequent,  is  thought  to  have  no  application  to  the  case 
before  us.    There  is  not  conceived  to  be  any  condition  subsequent. 

It  was  a  co-existing  condition  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
deed,  resting  in  parol,  but  not  inserted  in  the  deed,  because,  proba- 
bly, of  the  mutual  confidence  between  the  parties  at  the  time,  that 
it  would  be  consummated  in  good  faith. 

Let  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  be  reversed,  with  costs, 
and  the  cause  be  remanded  for  further  proceedings. 

Judgment  reversed. . 


John   Doe,   ex  dem.   Mueray   McConnel,   plaintiff  in 
error,  v.  Isaac  Johnson,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Morgan, 

An  affidavit  for  a  continuance  of  a  cause,  onaccount  of  the  absence  of  a  material 
witness,  made  at  a  term  of  the  Court  after  A  continuance  of  the  cause  had  been  had, 
on  the  account  of  the  absence  of  a  witness  by  whom  the  same  facts  could  be  proved, 
stated  that  the  witness  was  subpoenaed,  and  when  subpoenaed,  resided  in  Scott  county 
(an  adjoining  county  to  the  one  where  the  suit  was  pending),  but  that  he  resided  at 
the  time  of  the  application  for  a  continuance,  in  the  county  of  Greene ;  and  that  the 
witness  had  promised  to  be  present  at  Court;  but  it  also  appeared  that  on  the  Kith  of 
May  (the  trial  beinar  had  on  the  26th  of  June),  the  party  applying  for  a  continuance 
had  made  affidavit  in  the  clerk's  office,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  witness,  deposi- 
tion :  Held,  that  sufficient  cause  for  a  continuance  was  not  shown. 

A  person  ought  not  to  be  made  a  lessor  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  who  has  no  subsisting 
title.  This  is  the  general  rule.  If  there  be  an  exception  to  it,  the  case  containing 
the  exception  ought  to  be  clearly  and  specifically  stated  to  the  Court,  and  the  necessity 
of  the  exception  shown.  Where  a  person  is  improperly  made  a  lessor  in  an  action  of 
ejectment,  the  demise  from  him  will,  on  motion,  be  stricken  from  the  declaration. 

Where  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  both  claim 
title  through  the  same  party,  it  is  unnecessary  to  show  that  party's  title,  unless  dis- 
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puted ;  and  the  refusal  of  the  Court  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  show  how  such  party 
acquired  his  title  is  not  error. 
When  a  deed  is  acknowledged  and  recorded,  it  is  properly  admitted  in  evidence,  without 
proof  of  its  execution. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  instituted  in  the  Morgan  Circuit 
Court,  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  west  half  of  the  southwest 
quarter  of  section  number  32,  in  township  14  N.,  E..  12  west,  in 
the  county  of  Morgan. 

The  declaration  as  originally  filed  contained  a  demise  from 
McConnel  only.  At  the  October  term,  1838,  the  Hon.  Jesse  B. 
Thomas  presiding,  the  plaintiff  obtained  leave  to  file  an  amended 
declaration,  making  additional  demises,  and  from  other  and  diff^erent 
persons  than  the  lessor  named  in  the  original  declaration.  He  then 
amended  his  declaration  by  filing  a  count  laying  a  demise  from 
Henry  H.  Haynie,  and  a  count  laying  a  demise  from  Seth  Pratt. 
Thereupon  the  defendant  filed  the  following  aflfidavit: 

"  The  said  Isaac  Johnson,  being  sworn,  states  that  the  above 
named  Seth  Pratt  left  the  State  of  Illinois  several  years  since, 
with  the  intention  of  removing  from  the  State;  that  said  Pratt  has 
not  since  returned  to  the  State,  as  he  believes.  He  further  states, 
that  said  Pratt,  as  he  is  informed  and  believes,  does  not  reside  in 
the  State  of  Illinois.  He  further  states,  that  the  above  named 
Henry  H.  Haynie  conveyed  the  land  in  controversy  in  this  suit, 
on  the  8th  day  of  April,  1830,  to  Samuel  Stanfield ;  that  said 
Stanfield  subsequently  conveyed  the  said  land  to  Nicholas  Selby, 
who  subsequently  conveyed  the  same  to  James  Tucker,  who,  as 
this  defendant  believes,  subsequently  conveyed  the  same  to  Seth 
Pratt;  that  said  Seth  Pratt  conveyed  the  land* to  this  defendant 
on  the  16th  day  of  February,  1833,  and  after  this  conveyance  was 
made,  the  above  lessor,  Murra}^  McConnel,  purchased  the  land 
upon  an  execution  against  said  Seth  Pratt,  and  claims  the  land 
under  and  by  virtue  of  that  purchase,  as  defendant  believes.  This 
defendant  further  states,  that  he  does  not  believe  that  said  Haynie 
or  Pratt  ever  authorized  their  names  to  be  used  as  lessors  in  this 
cause.  This  defendant  is  satisfied  that  neither  Haynie  or  Pratt 
have  any  claim  to  said  land,  or  any  desire  or  intention  to  prosecute 
suits  for  the  same. 

"ISAAC  JOHNSON." 

"Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this  31st  dav  of  October 
1838.  "  WM.  GORDON,  J.  P. 

The  defendant  then  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  upon  motion 
of  the  plaintiff",  and  affidavit  filed,  the  cause  was  continued  to  the 
next  term  of  the  Court. 

At  tlie  June  term,  1839,  the  Hon.  Samuel  H.  Treat  presiding, 
the  following  affidavit  was  filed,  and  a  motion  was  made  for  a  con- 
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tinuance,  which  was  overruled  by  the  Court ;  to  which  an  exception 
was  taken  :(1) 

"Personally  came  M.  McConnel,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
makes  oath  that  the  defendant  Johnson,  as  he  is  informed  and 
believes,  is  in  possession  of  the  land.  The  said  plaintiff  claims  said 
land  under  a  deed  from  the  sheriff  of  Morgan  county,  which  conveys 
to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  all  the  right  and  title  of  one  Seth  Pratt, 
who,  it  is  claimed,  was  the  owner  of  said  land.  Said  defendant 
also  claims  under  a  deed  from  the  same  Pratt.  Said  lessor  further 
states,  that  Daniel  Roberts  is  »,  witness  in  this  cause,  by  which  he 
expects  to  prove,  that  the  conveyence  by  the  said  Pratt  to  the 
said  Johnson  was  made  without  any  consideration,  and  for  fraud- 
.ulent  purposes,  and  to  defraud  creditors,  and  for  the  express 
purpose  of  defrauding  the  creditor  upon  whose  judgment  the 
execution  issued,  upon  which  the  land  was  sold,  for  which  the 
deed  under  which  the  plaintiff  claims  was  made.  Said  Roberts 
had  been  subpoenaed,  and  he  resided,  at  the  time  he  was  subpoenaed 
in  this  cause,  in  the  county  of  Scott ;  but  this  lessor  is  now  informed 
that  said  witness  has  since  removed  to  Greene  county.  Said 
subpoena  has  not  been  returned  from  Scott  county ;  but  the  said 
witness  has  acknowledged  to  the  said  lessor,  that  said  subpoena 
has  been  properly  served  upon  him,  and  that  he  would  attend  this 
Court;  but  the  said  witness  is  not  here  in  attendance  upon  this 
Court ;  and  therefore  the  said  lessor  prays  that  said  cause  may  be 
continued  to  the  next  term  of  said  Court. 

"M.  McCONNEL." 

"Sworn  to  and  subscribed,  this  26th  dav  of  June,  1839. 

"DENNIS  ROCKWELL,  Clerhr 

The  cause  was  then  submitted  to  a  jury,  who  returned  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant. 

From  the  bill  of  exceptions  it  appears,  that,  "  upon  the  trial  of 
this  cause,  the  plaintiff  produced,  as  evidence,  and  relied  upon, 
the  following  deeds  of  conveyance,  as  showing  title  in  the  lessor: 
1st,  A  Register's  certificate  from  the  Register  of  the  Land  Office 
at  Springfield,  to  Henry  Haynie;  2d,  A  deed  from  Ilaynie  to 
Stanfield;  3d,  A  deed  from  Stanfield  to  Selby;  4th,  A  deed 
from  Selby  to  Tucker;  5th,  A  deed  from  Tucker  to  Pratt;  6th, 
A  deed  from  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Morgan,  conveying  all 
the  rights  of  the  said  Pratt  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  which 
deed  of  the  sheriff  bore  date  the  31st  October,  1836,  and  accom- 
panying which  was  a  transcript  of  a  judgment  properly  certified 
to  have  been  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  of  Morgan  county,  and  made 
a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  said  county,  according  to  the 
statute,  on  the  16th  of  April,  1835,  under  which  judgment  the  exe- 
cution upon  which  the  land  was  sold,  and  out  of  which  grew  the 
sheriff's  deed,  was  issued.     The  possession  of  the  defendant  was 

(1)  See  statement  at  the  bottom  of  page  526,  and  top  of  page  527,  Fost. 
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proved,  at  the  service  of  the  declaration.  The  possession  and 
occupancy  of  said  Pratt  was  proven  to  have  existed  before  the 
date  of  said  sale,  under  which  the  sheriff's  deed  was  made. 
Whereupon  the  defendants  objected  to  the  admissibility  of  the 
deed,  from  Selby  to  Tucker,  because  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  cer- 
tificate of  acknowledgment,  which  is  as  follows : 

"  '  State  of  Illinois,  Morgan  county. 

"'Personally  appeared  before  me,  Presley  N.  Haycraft,  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  within  and  for  said  county  of  Morgan,  and  State 
aforesaid,  Nicholas  Selby,  and  Margaret,  his  wife,  who  are  person- 
ally known  to  me,  and  acknowledged  the  foregoing  indenture  to  be 
his  voluntary  act  for  the  purposes  within  mentioned.  And  Mar- 
garet Selby,  wife  of  the  said  Nicholas,  being  by  me  examined 
separate  and  apart  from  her  said  husband,  declared  that  she  freely 
and  voluntarily  relinquished  her  right  of  dower  in  and  to  the  same, 
without  the  persuasion,  fear,  threats  or  coercion  of  her  said  hus- 
band, and  that  she  desired  the  same  to  be  admitted  to  record. 
Given  under  my  hand  and  seal,  this  twenty  seventh  day  of 
December,  eighteen  hundred  and  thirtv-one.  « 

'PRESLEY  N.  HAYCRAFT,  J.  P.     [Seal.]' 

which  objection  was  sustained,  and  the  deed  excluded.  The 
plaintiff  excepted  to  this  decision  of  the  Court. 

"The  defendant  then  offered  in  evidence  a  deed  from  Seth 
Pratt  to  him,  of  the  premises  in  question,  to  which  was  annexed 
the  following  certificates,  to  wit: 

"  '  State  of  Illinois,  Morgan  county,  ss. 

'"Personally  appeared  before  me,  the  subscriber,"  an  acting  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  for  said  county,  the  within '  named  Seth  Pratt, 
who  is  personally  known  to  me  to  be  the  identical  person  who  sub- 
scribed the  within  deed  of  conveyance,  and  acknowledged  the 
same  to  be  his  voluntary  act,  for  the  purpose  therein  expressed. 
Given  under  my  hand  and  seal,  this  16th  day  of  February,  1835. 

'IRA  ROWAN,  J.  F.     [Seal.]' 

'' '  State  of  Illinois,  Morgan  county,  ss. 

"  'I,  John  Hanback,  a  justice  of  the  peace  within  and  for  said 
county,  do  hereby  certify  that  Levi  Harlin,  of  said  county,  who  is 
a  responsible  witness,  this  day  appeared  before  me,  and  made  oath 
in  due  form  of  law,  that  he  is  personally  acquainted  with  William 
Roberts,  whose  name  appears  subscribed  as  a  witness  to  the 
annexed  deed  of  conveyance,  from  Seth  Pratt  to  Isaac  Johnson ; 
that  he  has  often  seen  the  said  William  Roberts  write  and  sign  his 
name,  and  is  acquainted  with  this  signature  and  handwriting,  and 
he  believes  that  said  Roberts  subscribed  his  name  with  his  own 
hand,  as  a  witness  to  said  deed ;  and  the  said  Harlin  further  states, 
that  he  is  personally  acquainted  with  Seth  Pratt,  whose  name  is 
subscribed  to  said  deed,  as  grantor;  he  is  also  well  acquainted  with 
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the  handwriting  of  said  Pratt,  he  has  frequently  seen  said  Pratt 
write  and  sign  his  name;  and,  by  seeing  him  write  and  sign  his 
name,  as  aforesaid,  he  became  acquainted  with  his  handwriting 
and  signature,  and  he  believes  that  the  name  of  said  Pratt  sub- 
scribed to  said  deed  was  subscribed  by  the  said  Pratt,  with  his 
own  hand.  He  further  states  that  the  said  Pratt  removed  or  went 
from  the  State  of  Illinois  several  years  since,  and  has  not  returned 
so  far  as  he  knows  or  believes.  He  further  states  that  said  William 
Roberts  left  his  residence  in  Morgan  county,  Illinois,  several  years 
ago,  and  went  to  the  South,  on  a  trading  expedition,  from  when'ce 
he  returned  to  Morgan  county,  and  shortly  thereafter  left  the 
county  again,  and  went  North  to  the  Lead  mines,  as  deponent 
believes,  and  has  not  since  returned.  The  said  Harlin  further 
states  that  he  does  not  know  whether  the  said  Roberts  resides  in 
Illinois  or  not.  L.  HARLIN.' 

"  '  Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me  this  1st  day  of  November, 
1838.  JOHN  HANBACK,  J.  P.' 

" '  Filed  October  8th,  1833,  and  recorded  in  the  Recorder's 
office,  Jacksonville,  Morgan  county,  Illinois,  in  Book  E,  page  437. 

'D.  ROCKWELL,  Recorder: 

"  To  the  admissibility  to  all  and  each  of  said  papers  as  evidence, 
the  said  plaintiff  objected,  which  objections  were  overruled  by  the 
Court,  and  said  papers  were  read  as  evidence.  It  was  also  proved 
that  the  defendant  had  possession  of  the  laud  prior  to  the  filing  of 
the  transcript  of  the  judgment  aforesaid.  The  defendant  then 
moved  the  Court  to  instruct  the  jury,  that,  if  they  believed  that  the 
deed  from  Pratt  to  the  defendant  included  the  land  in  controversy, 
then  the  said  deed,  being  prior  in  date  to  the  filing  of  the  transcript 
of  the  judgment,  under  which  the  levy  and  sale  by  the  sheriff  took 
place,  they  must  find  for  the  defendant;  which  instruction  the 
Court  gave,  and  to  which  opinion  of  the  Court  the  plaintiff 
es.cepted." 

M.  McCoNNEL,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  cited  1  Caines,  251 ;  2 
Caines,  26 ;  Caines'  Cas.,  49. 

Wm.  Thomas,  for  the  defendant  in  error : 

The  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  striking  out  the  demises 
was  correct,  and  the  Court  might  very  properly  have  punished  the 
attorneys  for  using  the  names  of  persons  without  authority. 

Jackson  ex  dem  Livingston  et  al.  v.  Sclover,  10  Johns.,  368 ; 
Jackson  ex  dem.  Starr  and  wife  v.  Richmond,  4  Johns.,  482 ;  4 
Johns.,  140;  7  Johns.,  539. 

Upon  the  question  of  continuance,  the  record  shows  that  the 
cause  was  continued  at  the  previous  term,  upon  the  affidavit  of 
McConnel,  that  Pratt  was  a  material  witness ;  and  several  monihs 
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before  the  last  continuance  McConnel  had  filed  an  affidavit  of  the 
materiality  of  the  testimony  of  Eoberts,  and  of  his  residence  out 
of  the  county,  preparatory  to  the  taking  of  his  deposition.  No 
reason  appears  why  the  deposition  was  not  taken,  no  evidence 
that  the  witness  had  been  served  with  subpoena,  or  that  his  fees 
had  been  tendered.     The  want  of  diligence  was  therefore  manifest. 

Upon  the  question  of  rejecting  the  deed  offered  by  plaintiff  to 
show  title,  the  record  shows  that  this  question  and  this  deed  was 
wholly  immaterial  Both  parties  claimed  title  through  Pratt,  and 
both  were  bound  to  admit  that  he  had  title,  and  neither  were  bound 
to  prove  title  in  him.  Tillinghast's  Adams  on  Ejectment,  title  "(^ 
the  evidence,^^  &c.,  chap.  10,  pages  247,  2-18. 

Upon  the  question  of  admitting  the  deed  from  Pratt  to  defend- 
ant as  evidence,  it  is  insisted.  First.  That  plaintiff 'shall  not  be  per- 
mitted to  insist  that  the  Court  erred  in  rejecting  his  deed,  and  also 
in  admitting  defendant's  deed.  If  the  Court  permitted  plaintiflf's 
deed  to  be  read,  the  same  rule  of  decision  would  have  required 
defendant's  deed  to  be  admitted.  Secondly.  That  defendant's 
deed  was  properly  admitted  as  evidence. 

Ayersv.  McConnel,  Ante,  807;  1  Peters'  Cond.  R.  476;  Lit- 
tell's  Sel.  Cas.,  221;  2  Johns.,  280;  15  Johns.,  89  ;  4  Peters,  82. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

Four  grounds  have  been  assumed  in  causes  of  error,  and  relied 
on  for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  in  this  cause.  They  are  as  fol- 
lows : 

First,  The  Court  erred  in  striking  out  the  amended  counts  in 
the  declaration  which  contained  demises  in  the  names  of  Pratt 
and  of  Haynie. 

Secondly.  There  was  error  in  the  Court's  refusing  a  second  con- 
tinuance of  the  cause. 

Thirdly.  There  was  error  in  rejecting  the  deed  from  Selby  to 
Tucker,  offered  as  evidence. 

Fourthly.  There  was  error  in  admitting  the  deed  from  Pratt  to 
Johnson  to  be  read  in  evidence. 

Upon  the  first  ground,  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  the  general 
rule  is,  that  a  person  ought  not  to  be  made  a  lessor  in  ejectment, 
who  has  no  subsisting  title.(l) 

Although  the  two  new  counts  were  added  to  the  declaration  by 
the  leave  of  the  Court,  under  an  order  to  amend  the  declaration, 
yet  it  subsequently  appearing  by  the  deposition  of  Johnson,  that 
Pratt  and  Haynie  had  no  interest  whatever  in  the  lands  in  contro- 
versy, the  order  to  strike  out  the  counts  added  was  consequently 
correctly  made. 

If  any  person,  who  may  have  once  had  a  title,  is  to  be  made 
lessor,  the  burden  of  deducing  a  title  from  him  is  taken  from  the 

(])  10  Johns.,  369  ;  4  Johns.,  483. 
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plaintiff,  and  thrown  on  the  tenant,  which  would  be  unreasonable. 
If  there  is  a  case  that  ought  to  be  excepted  from  the  general  rule, 
it  ought  to  be  clearly  and  specially  stated  to  the  Court,  and  its 
necessity  shown. (1) 

On  the  refusal  to  grant  the  second  continuance  of  the  cause,  we 
discover  no  error;  but  on  the  other  hand,  a  great  want  of  dili- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  applicant.  The  materiality  of  the  testi- 
mony of  Roberts  had  been  long  previously  shown  by  a  deposition 
of  McConnel,  on  file,  and  why  early  steps  had  not  been  taken  to 
have  his  testimony  taken  by  deposition,  the  witness  residing  out 
of  the  county  of  Morgan,  does  not  appear;  nor  is  it  perceived 
that  even  ordinary  efforts  had  been  made  to  obtain  the  attendance 
of  the  witness.  His  absence  is  not  accounted  for.  The  refusal  to 
postpone  the  trial  was  entirely  justified. 

On  the  third  ground  of  the  rejection  of  the  deed  from  Selby  to 
Tucker,  the  exclusion  of  the  deed  is  justified  on  the  plainest  prin- 
ciples of  evidence. 

The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff"  and  the  defendant  claiming  title  from 
the  same  source  (Seth  Pratt),  it  was  a  matter  wholly  immaterial 
whether  the  deed  should  be  admitted  as  evidence  of  title,  neither 
disputing  the  title  to  Pratt.  It  was  consequently  a  matter  of  no 
importance  from  whom  Pratt  derived  his  title,  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  the  main  question  before  the  Court,(o) 

A  ready  answer  may  be  given  to  the  point  presented  by  the  last 
ground.  The  execution  of  the  deed  from  Pratt  to  Johnson,  which 
was  admitted  in  evidence,  was  sufficiently  proved  by  the  acknowl- 
edgment made  before  the  justice  of  the  peace,  and  the  certificate 
of  the  recorder  of  the  county.  The  certificate  by  the  magistrate 
is  full,  certain  and  direct.  The  additional  proof  contained  in  the 
deposition  of  Harlin,  of  the  handwriting  of  Pratt,  and  the  sub- 
scribing witness,  Roberts,  is  only  cumulative,  and  fortifies  the  cer- 
tificate of  acknowledgment  of  the  justice. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(1)  4  Johns.,  483. 

[a]  Holbrook  v.  Brenner,  31  111.  R.,  511. 


Isaac   N.    Morris,   plaintifif  in    error,   v.    Willia]\i   N. 
Grove  u,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Hancock. 

A  wagon  and  harness  were  delivered  by  A.  to  B.,  for  which  B.  executed  his  notes  to  A., 
payable  in  five  and  seven  months  from  date,  and  A.  gave  to  B.  a  memorandum  in  writ- 
mg,  stating  that  when  the  notes  were  paid,  the  property  should  belong  to  B.,  and  the 
memorandum  was  to  be  a  "perfect  bill  of  sale;  but  until  the  payment,  the  memoran- 
dum  was  to   operate   as  a   license   to  use    the   property.      This    memorandum   was 
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put  into  the  hands  of  a  third  person  for  safe-keeping.  Three  or  four  months  after 
the  date  of  this  transaction,  B.  sold  the  property,  and  received  pay,  in  part,  by  the 
satisfaction  of  an  obligation  which  the  purchaser  held  against  hira  (the  purchaser 
knowing  of  the  existence  of  the  memorandum,  though  it  did  not  appear  that  he  knew 
its  contents),  and  A.  thereupon  replevied  the  property  of  the  purchaser,  and  on  the 
trial  of  the  cause,  under  the  pleas  of  non  cepit,  and  property  in  the  defendant,  the 
above  facts  appearing,  the  Court  instructed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendant,  as  in  case 
of  nonsuit ;  and  the  jury  found  the  issues  for  the  defendant,  and  assessed  his  damages 
.  at  $40.    The  Supreme  Court  refused  to  gi-ant  a  supersedeas. [a) 

The  plaintiff  in  error  instituted  an  action  of  replevin  against 
the  4fefendant  in  error,  in  the  Hancock  Circuit  Court.  The  cause 
came  on  for  trial  at  the  September  term,  1839,  before  the  Hon.  * 
Peter  Lott.  The  defendant  pleaded  non  cepit,  and  that  the  property 
replevied  was  in  him.  The  cause  was  submitted  to  a  jury,  who 
found  the  issues  for  the  defendant,  and  assessed  his  damages  at 
$40.     Judgment  was  rendered  upon  this  verdict. 

The  bill  of  exceptions,  taken  on  the  trial  of  the  cause,  states 
that  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  prove  the  issues  joined,  called  C.  A. 
Warren  as  a  witness,  who,  after  being  sworn,  stated  that  the 
following  agreement  was  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff  and 
one  Spring,  to  wit : 

"  This  day  delivered  to  Alpheus  Spring,  Jr.,  one  dearborn  or 
one-horse  wagon,  with  the  harness  belonging  to  the  same;  the 
wagon  being  valued  at  $80.00,  the  harness  at  $15.00.  Also 
delivered  to  said  Spring  one  brown  horse,  called  Wig,  valued  at 
$65.00=$160.00.  For  all  of  which  said  property,  said  Spring 
has  given  me  his  notes,  one  calling  for  $80.00,  due  five  months 
from  this  date ;  the  other  calling  for  $80.00,  and  due  seven  months 
from  this  date.  The  above  specified  property,  when  paid  for  by 
discharging  the  notes  aforesaid,  to  be  considered  as  the  property 
of  said  Spring,  and  this  instrument  or  memorandum  to  be  a 
perfect  bill  of  sale  for  the  same;  but  until  the  payment  of  the 
$160.00,  by  discharging  the  two  notes  aforesaid,  this  instrument  is 
to  operate  as  a  license  for  the  use  of  said  property.  Given  under 
my  hand  this  7th  day  of  May,  1838,  in  presence  of 

"I.  N.  MOKEIS.  [SEAL.] 

"  To  be  left  with  L.  W.  Brown  for  safe-keeping. 

"  I.  N.  Morris.    A.  Spring,  Jr." 

Said  witness  also  stated,  that,  at  the  same  time,  the  two  note^ 
mentioned  in  the  memorandum  signed  by  Morris  were  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff.  The  notes  and  memorandum  were  then  read  to 
the  jury. 

L.  W.  Brown  testified,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  said 
memorandum,  it  was  delivered  to  him  for  safe-keeping;  that  after- 
wards, in  the  month  of  July  or  August,  1838,  said  Spring  ran 
away  from  said  count}''  of  Hancock,  taking  the  property  described 

{a)  Brundage  v.  Camp,  21  III.  R.,  330  ;  Bell  v.  Farrar,  41  111.  R.,  400  ;  Butters  v. 
Haughwout,  42  111.  R.,  18. 
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in  the  plaintiff's  declaration,  it  being  the  same  wagon  and  harness 
referred  to  in  the  said  memorandum;  that  said  witness  and  the 
defendant  followed  said  Spring,  and  on  the  same  day  came  up  with 
him  in  Macomb,  in  McDonough  county,  where  said  defendant  pur- 
chased the  wagon  and  harness  from  said  Spring,  in  part  satisfaction 
of  the  demand  which  said  defendant  had  on  said  Spring;  that 
said  defendant  then  immediately  brought  said  property  to  said 
Hancock  county,  where  it  was  replevied  by  said  plaintiff;  that  said 
witness  and  defendant,  while  on  the  pursuit  as  aforesaid,  j^oke 
■  together  of  said  memorandum,  but  they  did  not  speak  of  the  con- 
tents thereof;  that  Spring  and  defendant  came  to  Hancock  county 
together,  about  the  same  time,  and  worked  together,  and  the 
defendant  always  spoke  of  Spring  as  a  man  worthy  of  credit.  This 
was  all  the  evidence.  The  Court,  on  motion  of  the  defendant, 
instructed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendant,  as  in  case  of  a  non- 
suit, to  which  the  plaintiff  excepted,  and  brought  the  cause  to 
this  Court  by  writ  of  error.  The  error  assigned  is  the  instruction 
of  the  Court. 

I.  N.  Morris,  at  this  term  of  the  Court,  moved  for  a  supersedeas^ 

Smith,  Justice: 

This  is  the  second  time  this  application  has  been  made  to  the 
Court.  At  the  last  term  of  the  Court  we  refused  the  motion  for  a 
supersedeas^  as  will  appear  by  the  records.  It  is  not  to  be  sup- 
posed that  counsel  intend  to  trifle  with  the  Court ;  but  we  would 
suggest  whether  it  is  not  their  duty  to  know  the  situation  of  their 
causes,  so  that  the  time  of  the  Court  may  not  be  taken  up  by 
business  which  has  been  once  disposed  of.  The  motion  is 
denied. 

Motion  denied. 


Caleb  Stone,  John  B.  Grover,  and  Stephen  Griggs, 
plaintiffs  in  error,  v.  William  Manning,  defendant 


m  error. 


Error  to  Madison. 


A  bill  in  chancery  alleged  that  a  copartnership  originally  existed  between  the  complainant 
and  S.  and  G.,  the  complainant  being  merely  a  nominal  partner,  and  receiving  an 
annual  salary  of  fifteen  hundred  dollars  f9r  his  services;  and  that  this  copartnership 
was  dissolved,  and  the  effects  of  the  firm  transferred  to  a  new  firm  composed  of  S.  and 
G. ;  and  that  the  complainant  took  from  S.  and  G.  a  bond  of  indemnity  to  save  him  harm- 
less against  debts  of  the  old  firm  ;  and  that  S.  and  G.  had  fraudulently  assigned  their 
goods  to  one  D.  The  bill  further  alleged  that  the  complainant  had  been  compelled  to 
expend  large  sumb  of  money  in  payment  of  debts  of  the  firm.  The  bill  prayed 
that  the  conveyances  to  D.  might  be  set  aside  as  fraudulent  and  void ;  and  that  the  effects 
of  the  new  firm  might  be  applied  to  liquidate  his  claims  against  S.  and  G.  for  money 
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advanced  by  him  in  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  old  fii-m  :  Held,  that  he  had  no  pref- 
erence in  payment  out  of  the  effects  of  the  new  firm  ;  and  that  his  remedy  was  at  law, 
and  not  in  equity.  Held,  also,  that  if  the  complainant  had  paid  debts  of  the  old  firm, 
he  was  no' more  than  a  simple  contract  creditor  of  S.  and  G.,  having  paid  money  on 
their  account,  and  to  their  use,  for  which  his  remedy  at  law  was  ample  and  perfect. 
Before  a  creditor  can  ask  the  aid  of  a  court  of  chancery  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  made 
by  his  debtor,  to  secure  other  creditors,  on  the  gronfid  of  fraud,  he  must  first  have 
established  his  claim  against  the  debtor  by  judgment  in  a  court  of  law,  and  made 
efforts  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  by  execution. 

[The  record  in  this  cause  is  very  voluminous,  and  a  full  abstract 
of  it  would  occupy  more  space  than  can  well  be  given  to  it;  and 
at  the  same  time  it  would  not  throw  any  more  light  upon  the 
points  decided  by  the  Court.  For  these  reasons  it  has  been 
omitted.  The  Reporter  has  been  furnished  with  the  able  brief  of 
Messrs.  Cowles  and  Krum,  and  has  inserted  so  much  of  it  as  relates 
to  the  points  decided  by  the  Court ;  and  omitted  the  remainder.] 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  February  term, 
1840,  before  the  Hon.  Sidney  Breese.     The  bill  was  taken  pro^ 
confesso  in  that  Court,  and  a  decre  entered  in  favor  of  the  com- 
plainant in  conformity  with  the  prayer  of  his  bill. 
.    The  cause  was  brought  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error. 

A.  CowIjES  and  J.  M.  Krum,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

The  case  made  by  the  bill  is  not  such  as  to  authorize  a  court  of 
equity  to  assume  jurisdiction  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  a  dis- 
covery or  granting  relief     * 

1.  1.  Because  the  complainant  was  not  an  actual  partner  of 
Stone,  Manning  &  Co. 

2.  Complainant  has  no  lien  on  the  effects  of  Stone,  Manning  & 
Co.,  nor  on  the  effects  of  the  firm  of  Stone  &  Co. 

And  under  the  first  head  I  propose  to  consider  what  constitutes 
a  copartnership. 

To  render  a  partnership  complete,  a  communion  of  profits  and 
loss  is  essential.  3  Kent  Com.,  2. 

The  copartnership  may  be  public  or  private,  by  agreement  or 
by  tacit  consent. 

An  implied  or  presumptive  assent  is  equal  to  an  express 
agreement. 

A  joint  possession  has  Tioiper  se  the  effect  to  make  the  possessors 
partners. 

A  partnership  may  legally  subsist  as  between  individuals  and 
the  world,  and  yet  not  as  between  the  individuals  themselves. 
G-ow.,  11. 

Partnerships  are  of  three  kinds,  ostensible,  dormant  and  nom- 
inal. Gow.,  11. 

II.   Manning  was  a  nominal  partner. 

1.  Being  a  nominal  partner,  he  cannot  control  the  assets  of  the 
concern.  Gow.,  126,  127 ;  4  Vesey,  756. 
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2.  The  assets,  as  shown  by  the  bill,  were  transferred  to  Stone  & 
Glover,  with  complainant's  assent. 

3.  Complainant  fails  to  identify  the  assets  of  S.  M.  &  Co. 

4.  Complainant  disclaims  ever  having  had  any  control ;  how 
control  now? 

5.  Complainant  admits  that  the  whole  capital  stock  was  fur- 
nished by  Stone  &  Glover. 

6.  There  never  was  any  joint  property.  Gow.,  254,  255 ;  5 
Yesey,  189. 

7.  Being  a  simple  creditor  merely,  complainant  is  not  entitled 
to  the  relief  sought.  2  Johns.  Ch.  k,  296 ;  4  Johns.  Ch.  R.,  305  ; 
1  Paige,  305,  637,  168 ;  3  Paige,  311 ;  Eden  on  Inj.,  220. 

III.  Under  the  second  head,  how  can  the  complainant  acquire 
any  control  over  the  assets  of  S.  M.  &  Co.,  or  of  Stone  &  Co.  ?  In. 
no  way. 

1.  Because  the  property  of  Stone,  Manning  &  Co.  was  trans- 
erred  bona  fide  to  Stone  &  Co.,  and  all  the  interest  and  control  of 
complainant,  if  he  ever  had  any,  passed  with  the  property  to 
Stone  &  Co.,  and  they  thus  became  the  sole  owners  thereof  Gow., 
261,  268  ;  6  Vesey,  127  ;  10  Vesey,  347. 

2.  It  appears  from  the  showing  of  complainant  that  the  effects 
of  Stone,  Manning  &  Co.  have  become  so  mingled  with  the  effects 
of  Stone  &  Co.  that  they  cannot  be  separated ;  he  is,  therefore, 
precluded  from  having  specific  relief.  3  Cond.  Eng.  Ch.,  title 
Partnership^  652. 

3.  It  is  good  ground  of  demurrer  that  complainant  has  a  remedy 
at  law.     Cooper,  189. 

lY.  It  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  bill  that  the  complainant's 
demand  or  cause  of  action  is  properly  cognizable  in  a  court  of  law. 

1.  It  is  a  fundamental  rule,  in  equity  pleading,  that  the  bill  must 
state  a  case  within  the  appropriate  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity. 

2.  A  court  of  equity  cannot  act  except  upon  its  own  intrinsic 
authority,  in  matters  of  jurisdiction  ;  and 

3.  Though  consent  may  cure  many  errors  and  irregularities,  still  it 
cannot  confer  jurisdiction.  Story's  Bq.  PI.,  8;  Cooper's  Eq.,  10, 11. 

4.  If  the  remedy  at  law  exists,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  stop  to 
consider  whether  it  will  subject  the  party  to  inconvenience  or  hazard. 

5.  It  is  the  existence  of  the  remedy  at  law,  not  the  extent  of 
pecuniary  satisfaction  by  execution,  which  must  settle  the  question 
of  jurisdiction. 

6.  Is  the  right  to  recover  in  this  case,  at  law,  coextensive  to  the 
relief  sought  in  equity;  i.  e.,  could  the  complainant  recover  a 
judgment  as  large  at  law  against  Stone  &  Glover,  as  he  could  by 
bill  in  equity? 

7.  The  bond  which  is  recited  and  made  part  of  the  bill  discovers 
the  remedy  at  law,  and  the  extent  of  ihat  remedy. 

8.  It  is  commensurate  to  the  complainant's  demand. 
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9.  The  remedy  at  law  is  not  local,  it  can  be  enforced  wherever 
the  defendants  may  be  found. 

10.  A  court  of  equity  will  not  stop  to  enquire  as  to  the  mode, 
time  and  place  of  enforcing  the  legal  remedy  disclosed  by  the  bill. 

11.  If  the  legal  remedy  is  apparent,  the  party  having  the  remedy 
is  left  to  pursue  it  in  his  own  way. 

12.  The  complainant's  remedy  at  law,  i.  e.  his  right  to  recover 
against  Stone  &  Glover,  is  not  doubtful ;  the  only  doubt  which  the 
bill  discloses  is  as  to  the  satisfaction  of  any  judgment  the  com- 
plainant might  recover  of  defendants. 

13.  Courts  of  equity  will  not  assume  jurisdiction  where  courts 
of  law  are  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  justice.  Story's  Equity 
PL,  373  ;  Mitford's  PL,  123  ;  Cooper's  Eq.,  124. 

14.  Was  any  discovery  necessary  to  establish  the  complainant's 
right?  We  contend  not.  Story's  Eq.  PL,  377;  Cooper's  Eq.,  123  ; 
6  Vesey,  136. 

The  property  of  a  debtor  fraudulently  conveyed  away  cannot  be 
reached  by  a  bill  in  equity  against  the  bolder  until  a  judgment 
has  been  obtained  against  the  debtor.  A  judgment  creditor  only 
can  seek  such  relief  2  Johns.  Ch.  R,  296;  4  Johns.  Ch.  E.,  305; 
1  Paige,  168,  305,  637  ;  3  Paige,  311 ;  2  Edwards,  197. 

Justin  Butterfield,  was  also  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

S.  S.  Logan  and  Wm.  Martin,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 

It  is  unnecessary  in  this  case  to  do  more  than  briefly  state  some 
of  the  facts  disclosed  in  the  complainant's  bill,  to  show  that  he  is 
not  entitled  to  the  relief  sought. 

It  appears  that  a  copartnership  originally  existed  between  the 
complainant  and  Stone  &  Glover ;  the  complainant  being  merely  a 
nommal  partner,  and  receiving  an  annual  salary  of  $1500.  That 
this  copartnership  was  dissolved  and  the  effects  of  the  firm  carried 
and  transferred  to  a  new  firm,  under  the  name  of  .Stone  &  Co., 
composed  of  Stone  &  Glover,  and  that  the  complainant  took  from 
Stone  &  Glover  a  bond  of  indemnity,  to  save  him  harmless  against 
the  debts  due  by  the  old  firm.  It  also  appears  that  Stone  & 
Glover  have  assigned  a  part  of  their  copartnership  property  to  the 
defendant,  Griggs,  to  pay  certain  debts.  The  complainant  alleges 
that  this  assignment  was  fraudulent.     . 

The  complainant  now  seeks  to  have  the  effects  of  the  new  firm 
applied  to  the  payment  of  his  claim  alleged  to  have  originated  by 
his  payment  of  debts  of  the  old  firm,  which  he  alleges  he  has  paid, 
and  for  his  expenses  connected  with  his  efforts  to  make  settlement 
and  payment  of  the  debts  alleged  to  have  been  extinguished  by 
him  ;  such  application  of  the  effects  of  the  new  firm  to  be  made  to 
the  payment  of  his  claim,  to  the  exclusion  of  other  creditors  of  the 
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firm  of  Stone  &  Co.,  for  whose  benefit  the  assignment  made  is 
intended,  but  which  complainant  alleges  is  fraudulent  and  void  as 
to  him. 

In  the  consideration  of  the  case,  it  will  be  apparent  from  the 
complainant's  statement  that  he  has  no  preference  of  payment,  in 
equity,  for  the  monej^s  he  may  have  voluntarily  paid  on  account  of 
his  liabilities  under  the  old  firm,  out  of  the  property  of  the  new 
firm.  Against  the  new  firm  he  can  have  no  possible  claim  on 
account  of  previous  transactions  of  the  old  firm.  Even  the  effects 
of  the  old  firm  were  merged  in  the  new,  and  on  these  he  has  no 
lien  whatever.  If  he  has  paid  debts  of  the  old  firm,  he  is  no  more 
than  a  simple  contract  creditor  of  Stone  &  Glover,  having  paid 
moneys  on  their  account,  and  to  their  use,  and  for  which  his  remedy 
at  law  is  ample  and  perfect.  But  it  is  still  more  clear,  that  he  must 
first  establish  his  claim  against  Stone  &  Griover,  arising  out  of  the 
alleged  payment,  by  a  judgment  at  law,  and  have  made  efforts  to 
obtain  satisfaction  by  execution  before  he  could  ask  the  aid  of  a 
court  of  equity  to  interfere  and  set  aside  conveyances  of  the  debtors, 
alleged  to  be  fraudulent,  to  secure  the  payment  of  other  creditors' 
claims. 

"  There  are  two  classes  of  cases  where  a  plaintiff  is  permitted  to 
come  into  this  court  (1)  for  relief  after  he  has  proceeded  to  judg- 
ment and  execution  at  law  without  obtaining  satisfaction  of  his  debt. 
In  the  one  case  the  issuing  of  the  execution  gjves  to  the  plaintiff  a 
lien  upon  the  property,  but  he  is  compelled  to  come  here  for  the 
purpose  of  removing  some  obstruction  fraudulently  or  inequitably 
interposed  to  prevent  a  sale  on  execution  ;  in  the  other  case,  the 
plaintiff  comes  here  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  his  debt  out  of 
property  of  the  defendant,  which  cannot  be  reached  by  execution 
at  law.  In  the  latter  case,  his  right  of  relief  here  depends  upon 
the  fact  of  his  having  exhausted  his  legal  remedies  without  being 
able  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  his  judgment.  In  the  first  case,  the 
plaintiff  may  come  into  this  Court  for  relief  immediately  after  he 
has  obtained  a  lien  on  the  property  by  the  issuing  of  an  execution 
to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  where  the  same  is  situated,  and,  the 
obstruction  being  removed,  he  may  proceed  to  enforce  the  execu- 
tion by  a  sale  of  the  property,  although  an  actual  levy  is  probably 
necessary  to  enable  him  to  hold  the  property  against  otheu  execu- 
tion creditors,  or  l)ond  fide  purchasers."(2)  (a) 

The  same  principles  are  recognized  in  Johnson's  Chancery 
Reports,(3)  and  numerous  other  English  and  American  cases  to 
which  they  refer. 

The  present  is  not  a  case  of  copartners  asking  to  have  an  account 
taken  of  the  copartnership  effects   and   debts,  and  a  settlement 

(1)  Court  of  Chancery  in  New  York,  * 

(2)  Beck  V.  Burdett,  1  Paige  Ch.  R.,  308. 

(3)  2  Johns.  Ch.  R.,  144,  2'96 ;  4  Jbhns.  Ch.  R.,  677. 

(«)  Ballentine  v.  Beall,  3  Scam.  R.,  296  ;  Miller  v.  Da^vidson,  3  Gil.  R.,  523. 
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decreed  between  them,  but  of  a  person  wbo  was  only  nominal  part- 
ner in  one  firm,  asking  to  have  the  property  of  a  new  and  different 
firm  applied  to  the  payment  of  claims  alleged  to  have  grown  out  of 
previous  liabilities  of  the  old  firm,  without  having  first  established 
any  legal  claim  against  the  new  firm,  or,,  indeed,  doing  so  against 
the  partners,  other  than  himself,  of  the  old  firm. 

But  it  is  most  evident  that  the  complainant  is  not  without  entire 
and  adequate  relief  at  law. 

He  has  a  perfect  remedy  on  the  indemnity  bond,  and,  although 
one  of  the  obligors  may  reside  out  of  the  State,  still  he  may  pro- 
ceed against  those  who  reside  here,  and  against  those  who  may 
reside  elsewhere,  in  the  places  of  their  residence,  or  he  may  pro- 
ceed, under  the  attachment  law,  against  such  as  are  non-residents. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Circuit  Court  should  be  reversed,  and  the  bill  dismissed  for  want 
of  equity  on  its  face. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.    In  this  cause  motions  were  made  for  a  rehearing,  and  for  leave  to  amend  the  bill> 
whicli  were  both  overruled. 


JoHisr  W.  Eldeedge  and  Chaeles  V.  Dyer,  plaintifiTs  in 
error,  v.  Norma:n'  Huntington,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Cook. 

Quere:  Whether  an  objection  to  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  on  account  of  his  being  the 
security  for  costs,  should  not  be  made  before  trial. 

Where  a  justice  of  the  peace  entered  judgment  of  nonsuit  against  a  plaintiff  when  the 
defendant  prayed  a  judgment  iu  bar,  and  he  afterwards  erased  the  word  "  nonsuit,"  at 
the  request  of  the  defendant,  but  subsequently  restored  it,  and  testified  that  he  intended 
to  enter  a  judgment  of  nonsuit :  Held,  That  the  judgment  and  proceedings  were  no  bar 
to  a  subsequent  suit  for  the  same  cause  of  action. 

After  a  trial  on  the  merits,  the  reasons  for  disturbing  a  judgment  rendered  on  a  finding 
after  all  the  testimony  had. been  heard  by  the  Court,  to  which  a  decision  of  the  facts, 
as  well  as  the  law,  were  submitted,  should  be  very  strong  and  urgent,  (a) 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  commenced  by  the  defendant 
in  error,  against  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  before  Henry  L.  Rucker, 
Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Cook  county.  The  justice  rendered 
judgment  for  the  defendant  in  error,  for  the  sum  of  $74.65,  and 
costs,  from  which  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Cook  county,  where  the  cause  was  tried  at  the  April  term,  1840, 
before  the  Hon.  John  Pearson,  without  a  jury.  The  judgment 
of  the  justice  was  afiirmed  for  $77.25.  The  defendants  below 
moved  for  a  new  trial,  for  the  following  reasons : 

{a)  Dufield  v.  Cross,  13  111.  R.,  699,  and  notes. 
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"  1.  The  verdict  is  against  the  law  and  against  the  evidence. 
2.  Alonzo  Huntington,  wlio  was  admitted  as  a  witness,  and  who 
was  a  principal  witness,  and  upon  whose  testimony  the  verdict 
must  have  been  given,  was  security  for  costs  in  this  suit,  and  an 
incompetent  witness,  which  was  not  known  to  the  counsel  for  defend- 
ant till  after  the  trial ;  the  paper  on  which  the  security  was  written 
having  been  burned  with  Esquire  Rucker's  docket  and  papers." 

The  defendant  below  also,  at  the  same  time,  filed  the  following 
affidavit,  to  wit:  • 

"  On  the  twenty-fifth  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1840,  this  cause 
came  on  for  trial  before  the  Cook  county  Circuit  Court,  and 
defendant  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss,  which  was  overruled  by  the 
Court,  and  gave  notice  that  he  would  insist  upon  a  former  recov- 
ery in  the  case  for  tlie  same  cause  of  action,  and  filed  his  plea  of 
non  est  factum^  ^uly  sworn  to.  The  plaintiff  called  Henry  L. 
Rucker,  who  testified  that  he  was,  on  the  23d  day  of  September, 
1839,  an  acting  justice  of  the  peace  in  said  county,  and  that,  on 
that  day,  he  tried  said  cause;  and  that,  on  said  trial,  a  note  was 
produced  by  said  plaintiff",  signed  Eldredge  &  Dyer,  for  the  sum 
of  one  hundred  dollars,  he  thinks,  payable  to  plaintiff,  on  which 
was  due  about  the  sum  of  sixty  dollars;  the  defendant  pleaded 
former  recovery  in  bar,  for  the  same  cause  of  action — recollects 
about  sixty  dollars  was  due  on  said  note,  and  that  former  recovery 
was  pleaded.  Said  note  was  destroyed  in  the  fire  at  Chicago,  in 
October  last,  with  other  papers,  and  the  docket  of  the  witness. 
The  note  was  in  the  handwriting  of  Dr.  Dyer.  Plaintiff  called  F. 
A.  Howe,  who  was  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  produced  his 
docket,  which  is  in  the  following  words  and  figures,  to  wit : 

"'Norman  Huntington  v.  John  W.  Eldredge  and  Charles  Y. 
Dyer.  Demand,  $61.08.  Assumpsit.  December  4th,  A.  D. 
1838,  summons  issued  to  S.  J.  Lowe,  Constable,  returnable 
December  14th,  at  ten  o'clock  A.  M.  December  12th,  summons 
returned,  served  by  reading  to  both  defendants.  Constable's  fees, 
60  cents.  December  14th,  cause  called,  defendant  Eldredge  in 
Court;  plaintiff  not,  nor  any  person  for  him.' 

"  'The  plaintiff's  declaration  being  on  the  following  promissory 
note,  to  wit :  "  Chicago,  December  15,  1836.  One  day  after  date, 
we  promise  .  to  pay  to  Norman  Huntington,  or  his  order,  the 
.  sum  of  one  hnndred  dollars,  for  value  received,  with  interest  at 
ten  per  cent.  Eldredge  &  Dyer."  To  which  defendant,  Eld- 
redge, pleads  non  est  factwni^  and,  after  being  duly  sworn,  did 
depose  and  say  that  he  did  not  execute  the  note  declared  npon, 
nor  was  said  note  given  in  the  course  of  the  partnership  deal, 
neither  did  he  assent  to  have  his  name  to  said  note,  but  did  actu- 
ally refuse  so  to  do  previous  to  the  execution  of  the  same,  and 
therefore  prays  judgment  of  nonsuit,  which  is  sustained  by  me, 
and  judgment  rendered  against  the  plaintiff  for  costs  of  suit. 
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The  said  witness  said  he  knew  Eldredge  and  Djer  in  1836, 
and  that  they  were  in  partnership  in  the  practice  of  medicine 
before,  and  at,  and  after  the  date  of  said  note ;  that  the  note 
described  in  his  docket  was  the  note  sued  on  before  Esqr.  Rucker ; 
saw  the  note  on  the  trial  before  Esqr.  Rucker,  and  knew  it  to  be 
the  same ;  that  the  note  and  signature  of  Eldredge  and  Dyer  were 
in  the  handwriting  of  Charles  Y.  Pyer.  On  cross-examination 
he  stated  it  was  the  same  note  sued  on  before"  him ;  that  he  first 
entered  judgment  of  nonsuit,  and  believed  that,  at  the  time,  to  be 
the  proper  judgment;  that  several  hours  afterwards  Mr.  Skinner, 
attorney  for  Eldredge,  desired  him  to  enter  judgment  on  the  merits, 
and  accordingly  he  struck  out  the  words  '  a  nonsuit ;'  that  at  the 
trial  of  the  cause  before  Rucker,  he  added,  after  the  word  'judg- 
ment,' the  words  'of  nonsuit;'  and  that  the  judgment  he  intended 
to  enter  was  that  of  nonsuit ;  that  plaintiff  did  not  appear  before 
him  at  the  trial ;  that  the  note  was  there,  and  the  plea  of  non  est 
factum  was  made  and  sworn  to  by  defendant,  and  no  evidence 
was  produced.  Witness  was  asked  by  plaintiff  if  he  knew  of  any 
note  ever  having  been  so  executed  by  defendants  before,  who  said 
he  did  not,  and  knew  of  no  dealings  by  them  as  partners,  except 
in  the  practice  of  medicine  ;  but  there  might  have  been.  Defend- 
ant then  called  Mark  Skinner,  who  testified  that  he  was  the 
attorney  of  said  defendant,  on  the  trial  before  Howe ;  that  on  the 
same  day  of  trial,  a  few  hours  after,  he  asked  Howe  to  let  him  see 
the  entry  of  judgment  in  his  docket,  and  found  it  to  be  entered 
for  a  nonsuit;  he  desired  the  justice  to  strike  out  the  words  '  a  non- 
suit,' and  insert  judgment,  which  he  did;  and  also,  that  he  prayed 
judgment,  not  judgment  of  'nonsuit,'  at  the  time  of  trial. 
George  Manierre,  being  called,  testified  that  Dyer  and  Eldredge 
were  partners  in  the  practice  of  medicine,  in  and  before,  and  after 
the  month  of  December,  A.  D.  1836 ;  that  he  had  an  impression 
that  he  had  heard  something  from  somebody  respecting  the  matter 
in  controversy,  and  that  Dyer  and  Eldredge  were  interested  in  the 
purchase  of  real  estate  ;  had  no  distinct  recollection  from  what,  or 
from  whom.  Sidney  Abell,  being  called,  said  that  he  was  absent 
in  December,  A.  D.  1836 ;  left  Chicago  in  the  fall,  and  did  not 
return  till  after -December ;  knew  of  Eldredge  and  Dyer  being 
partners,  or  supposed  they  were  ;  he  had  seen  them  in  the  ofiice 
before  he  left  as  aforesaid  ;  knew  nothing  of  their  being  partners 
in  any  other  transactions,  except  in  the  practice  of  medicine. 
Plaintiff  then  called  Alonzo  Huntington,  who  testified  that  defend- 
ants were  in  partnership  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  note ; 
that  he  knew  them  to  have  been  interested  in  the  purchase  and 
sale  of  real  estate  in  1836,  but  nerver  knew  them  to  execute  notes 
in  their  partnership  name;  thinks  they  were  interested  in  such 
real  estate  as  partners,  but  did  not  know  of  their  so  being.  On 
cross-examination,  states  that  Eldredge's  name  did  not  appear  in 
Vol.  II.  68 
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the  papers.  In  answer  to  a  question  from  defendants,  'What 
have  you  heard  plaintiff  say  about  said  notes  ?'  he  said  that  he 
heard  plaintiff  say  note  was  given  for  money  borrowed  by  Dyer; 
that  defendants  were  both  present  at  the  time  of  execution  of  the 
note,  and  both  assented  to  it;  that  they  owned  a  claim  together, 
which  plaintiff  talked  of  purchasing,  and  that  if  he  concluded  so 
to  do  on  seeing  the  same,  the  money  borrowed  by  Dj^er  was  to  be  in 
part  payment  for  the  said  claim.  Which  was  the  substance  of  all 
the  testimony  given  in  this  cause,  and  thereupon  the  Court  ren- 
dered judgment  for  the  plamtiflf  for  $74. 

i' GRANT  GOODRICH." 
"  Sworn  to  and  subscribed  before  me, ) 
this  2d  day  of  May,  A.  D.  1840.     V  . 
R.  J.  Hamilton,  Clerk"    ) 

It  was  agreed  between  the  parties  that  said  affidavit  should  be 
taken  and  used  as  part  of  the  record  in  this  cause,  and  that  the 
same  force  and  effect  should  be  given  to  the  same  as  if  the  ju^ge 
had  signed  the  same  as  a  bill  of  exceptions.  The  Court  overruled 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  the  cause  was  removed  to  this 
Court  by  writ  of  error. 

The  following  errors  are  assigned  by  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
to  wit : 

"  The  plea  and  proof  of  former  recovery  was  a  full  defense  and 
bar  to  said  action. 

"  The  judgment  is  for  a  greater  sum  than  was  proved. 

"  The  Court  erred  in  giving  judgment  for  plaintiff  below. 

"  The  Court  erred  in  overruling  the  motion  for  a  new  trial." 

Giles  Spring-  and  Grant  Goodrich,  for  the  plaintiffs  in 
error : 

..  If  a  cause  be  submitted  to  the  justice  after  hearing  proofs,  it  is 
not  then  in  the  power  of  the  justice  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff.  His 
determination  is  equivalent  to  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  and  judgment 
thereon  ;  and  though  he  may  call  his  judgment  a  judgment  of 
nonsuit,  and  enter  it  accordingly,  yet,  in  law,  it  will  be  deemed  a 
judgment  for  the  defendant,  and  will  be  a  bar  to  a  subsequent 
action.  Elwell  v.  McQueen,  10  Wend.,  519  ;  11  Johns.,  457 ;  R. 
L.,  388,  §  6, 390,  §  9 ;  Gale's  Stat,  404,  405. 

Justin  Butterfield  and  Alonzo  Huntington,  for  the 
defendant  in  error. 

Smith,  Justice,,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
We  see  no  sufficient  reason  for  reversing  the  judgment. 
The  testimony,   whatever  conflict  may   be  supposed    to  have 
existed  in  it,  appears  to  have  been  weighed  and  decided  by  the  Court 
below.     The  supposed  interest  in  the  witness,   Huntington,  does 


SPRINGFIELD.  •    539 


Hunter  v.  Sherman. 


not  appear  to  have  been  established ;  and,  if  it  had,  we  very 
much  doubt  whether  it  is  not  an  objection  brought  forward  at  too 
late  a  stage  of  the  proceedings. 

The  objection,  after  trial,  is,  we  are  inclined  to  believe,  too  late. 
After  a  trial  on  the  merits,  the  reasons  for  disturbing  a  judgment 
rendered  on  a  finding  after  all  the  testimony  has  been  heard  by  the 
Court,  to  which  the  decision  of  the  facts,  as  well  as  the  law,  is 
submitted,  should  be  very  strong  and  urgent.  Ample  justice 
seems  to  have  been  done  in  this  case. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Edwaed  E.  Hunter,  impleaded,  <fec.,  plaintiff  in  error, 
V.  Silas  W.  Shermaist,  who  sues  for  the  use  of  Gurdoist 
S.  Hubbard  and  Louis  T.  Jamison,  defendant  in 
error. 

Error  to  the  Municipal  Court  of  the  City  of  Chicago. 

The  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago  was  a  superior  court  of  genreal  jurisdiction  ; 
and  its  jurisdiction  will  be  presumed  until  the  contrary  is  made  to  appear. 

In  an  action  upon  a  replevin  bond,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff'  to  aver,  in  his 
declaration,  that  a  writ  of  retorno  habendo  had  been  issued. 

A  breach  in  a  declaration  on  a  replevin  bond,  which  states  the  judgment  of  the  court  in 
favor  of  tlie  defendant  in  replevin,  and  that  a  return  of  the  goods  was  ordered  and 
adjudged  to  him  ;  and  that  tue  plaintiff  in  replevin  refused  and  neglected  to  return 
thera,  according  to  such  order  and  adjudication,  is  sufficient. 

The  rules  of  pleading  do  not  require,  in  an  action  upon  a  replevin  bond,  that  the  breacl) 
should  be  alleged  in  broader  terms  than  those  used  in  the  condition  of  the  bond. 

Semble,  That  in  an  action  upon  a  replevin  bond  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  breach  should 
be  formally  assigned  ;  but  the  plaintiff"  will  be  entitled  to  recover  if  a  sufficient  breach 
otherwise  appear i 

The  rendering  judgment  against  one  defendant,  when  the  other  defendant  has  not  been 
served  with  process,  is  distinctly  authorized  by  the  practice  act. 

Where  in  an  action  of  debt  upon  a  replevin  bond,  judgment  was  rendered,  in  damages, 
for  a  greater  amount  than  the  ad  damnum  laid  in  the  declaration  ;  and  after  a  writ  of 
error  brought,  the  judgment  was  amended  by  remitting  the  excess  of  damages  and 
entering  the  judgment  in  debt:  Held, ih&t  the  amendment  cured  the  error  in  the  original 
judgment,  (a) 

Objections  cannot  be  sustained,  on  error,  to  a  judgment  rendered  in  an  action  on  a 
replevin  bond,  because  there  was  no  averment  in  the  declaration  that  the  plaintiff"  was 
sheriff",  or  that  the  bond  was  taken  in  a  replevin  suit,  or  that  the  goods  were  replevied, 

■  or  of  the  interest  of  the  defendants  in  replevin  in  the  goods  replevied,  or  of  special 
damage  to  the  plaintiff",  or  tliat  the  plaintiff"  declares  for  damages  only,  or  that  the 
persons  for  whose  use  the  suit  was  brought  were  the  defendants  in  replevin,  or  because 
the  damages  are  laid  as  sustained  by  the  officer  in  whose  name  the  suit  is  brought,  or 
that  there  is  no  averment  of  the  commencement  of  the  replevin  suit.  Such  objections 
are  purely  technical,  and  are  mostly  cured  by  the  statute  of  jeofails. 

(a)  Stephens  v.  Swany,  2  Gil.  R.,  377,  and  note  ;  Steamboat,  &c.,  v.  Moran,  18  111.  R., 
501,  and  note  b. 
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The  defendants  below  bound  themselves  in  a  bond  of  $400,  to 
the  plaintiff  below,  now  defendant  in  error,  styling  him  thus, 
"  Silas  W.  Sherman,  Sheriff  of  Cook  county,  Illinois,"  conditioned 
as  follows : 

"That,  whereas,  the  above  bounden  Abraham  A.  Markle'is 
about  to  sue  out  a  writ  of  replevin  from -the  office  of  the  clerk  of 
the  Circuit  Court,  of  Cook  county,  Illinois,  to  replevy  certain 
goods  and  chattels,  to  wit:  ten  beds,  with  straw  beds  and  bed- 
steads, and  bedding.  Now,  if  said  A.  A.  Markle  shall  prosecute 
his  said  suit  to  effect,  and  without  delay,  and  make  return  of  the 
said  goods  and  chattels,  if  return  thereof  shall  be  awarded,  and 
shall  save  and  keep  harmless  said  Silas  W.  Sherman,  in  replevying 
said  goods  and  chattels,  then  this  obligation  to  be  void,"  &;c. 

The  defendant  in  error  instituted  a  suit  on  said  bond  in  the 
Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  and  alleged  the  following 
breaches,  to  wit: 

In  the  first  count : 

"And  the  said  plaintiff  in  fact  avers,  that  said  Markle,  though 
often  requested,  did  not  return  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  although 
a  return  thereof  was  awarded  to  said  Hubbard  and  Jamison,  by 
the  judgment'  and  order  of  said  Cook  Circuit  Court,  at  the  fall 
term  thereof,  in  the  year  1886,  in  the  said  suit  of  replevin,  of  the 
said  Markle  against  the  said  Hubbard  and  Jamison,  for  the  recovery 
of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  above  specified  ;  and  the  said  plaintiff 
avers  it  was  the  same  suit  referred  to  in  the  condition  of  the  said 
writing  obligatory." 

In  the  second  count : 

"And  the  said  plaintiff  saith,  that,   afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 

day  of  October,  in  the  year  1836,  at  the  fall  term  of  said 

Court,  the  said  Hubbard  and  Jamison,  in  said  suit  or  action  of 
replevin,  then  and  there  obtained  a  judgment  in  said  Cook  Circuit 
Court,  against  the  said  Markle,  for  a  return  of  the  said  goods  and 
chattels,  and  also  for  the  costs  by  them  in  that  behalf  expended ; 
yet  the  said  Markle  did  not,  nor  would,  return  the  said  goods  and 
chattels,  although  often  requested,  to  said  Hubbard  and  Jamison  ; 
whereby  an  action  accrued  to  the  said  plaintiff  to  have  and  demand 
of  and  from  the  said  defendants  the  above  sum  of  money 
demanded,  for  the  use  of  said  Hubbard  and  Jamison,  according  to 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  according  to  the 
tenor  and  effect  of  said  writing  obligatory." 

The  breach  in  the  third  count  is  substantially  like  that  in  the 
second. 

The  fourth  count  is  on  the  bond,  without  setting  out^any  con- 
dition, and  the  breach  alleged  is  the  non-payment  of  the  four 
hundred  dollars. 
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The  fifth  count  sets  forjh  the  bond  in  substance,  and  the  condi- 
tion verbatim^  and  concludes  as  follows : 

"And  the  said  plaintiff  avers,  that  the  defendant  Markle, 
although  often  requested,  did  not,  nor  would,  return  the  said  goods 
and  chattels,  although  a  return  thereof  was  awarded  by  the  judg- 
ment of  the  said  Cook  Circuit  Court,  at  the  October  term  thereof, 
holden  in  Chicago,  in  the  said  county  of  Cook,  in  the  said  suit 
of  replevin,  of  the  said  Markle,  against  the  said  Hubbard  and  Jami- 
son, for  the  recovery  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  as  will  more 
fully  appear  by  the  record  in  said  suit,  an  attested  copy  whereof  is 
now  here  to  the  Court  shown." 

Process  was  served  on  Hunter  only,  against  whom  judgment 
was  rendered  by  default,  for  $399.06,  in  damages,  at  the  July 
term,  1837.  The  cause  was  brought  to  this  Court  by  writ  of 
error. 

B.  Gr.  Ryan",  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  contended : 

I.  The  declaration  would  have  been  bad  on  general  demurrer, 
and  is  therefore  bad  on  error. 

1st.  Because  it  does  not  appear  in  the  declaration,  that  the 
Court  below,  which  is  a  court  of  limited  jurisdiction,  had  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  suit  below. 

2d.  Because  there  is  no  sufficient  averment  of  the  commence- 
ment of,  or  the  proceeding  or  judgment  in,  the  replevin  suit. 

3d.  Because  the  bond,  as  declared  on,  does  not  show  that  it 
was  taken  by  any  replevin  suit,  against  Hubbard  and  Jamison,  or 
any  other  person,  nor  is  there  any  averment  of  such  fact. 

4th.  Because  there  is  no  averment  that  Sherman  was  sheriff 
of  Cook  county,  either  at  the  time  the  bond  was  given,  or  at  the 
commencement  of  the  action  in  the  Court  below. 

5th.  Because  there  is  no  averment  that  the  goods  were 
replevied  out  of  the  possession  of  the  defendants  in  replevin,  or 
either  of  them. 

6th.  Because  there  is  no  averment  of  the  interest  of  the  defend- 
ants in  replevin,  or  either  of  them,  in  the  goods  replevied. 

7th.  Because  it  does  not  appear  by  the  declaration  to  whom 
return  of  the  goods  was  awarded,  in  the  replevin  suit. 

8th.  Because  there  is  no  averment,  that  a  writ  of  retorno 
hahendo  ever  issued  in  the  replevin  suit,  or  of  any  return  thereon 
made. 

9th.  Because,  as  the  bond  is  to  indemnify  the  sheriff,  and  he 
brings  the  action  and  lays  damages  by  himself  sustained,  he  was 
bound  to  assign  damage,  as  this  was  his  only  interest. 

10th.  Because  there  is  no  averment  that  Hubbard  and  Jamison, 
for  whose  use  the  suit  below  purports  to  have  been  brought,  were 
the  defendants  in  replevin. 

11th.  Because,  although  all  the  counts  are  upon  a  penal  bond, 
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yet  the  plaintiff  declares  for  damages  only ;  the  declaration  is  not 
in  debt,  assumpsit,  case,  trespass,  or  afiy  other  form  of  action 
known  to  the  law. 

12th.  Because,  although  the  plaintiff  declares  for  the  use  of 
Hubbard  and  Jamison,  he  lays  the  damages  as  sustained  by  him- 
self. 

II.  The  joinder  of  the  two  defendants  in  the  declaration,  while 
the  judgment  is  against  one  only  ;  this  is  error. 

1st.  Because  where  two  or  more  are  sued  jointly,  and  some  of 
the  defendants  only  are  served  with  process,  the  plaintiff  in  his 
declaration  should  state  the  fact  on  whom  process  has  been  served, 
and  on  whom  not,  and  declare  against  and  proceed  to  judgment  as 
against  all. 

2d.  Because,  on  the  face  of  the  record  in  this  cause,  the 
declaration  is  against  two  and  the  judgment  against  only  one,  with- 
out any  acquittalor  nonpros,  as  against  the  other;  the  judgment 
being  general  is  bad,  if  it  do  not  sustain  the  whole  declaration. 

III.  The  cause  of  action,  if  the  declaration  be  held  good,  is 
debt,  whereas  the  judgment  is  for  damages  only  ;  this  is  fatal. 

1st.  Because,  in  debt  on  bond,  the  judgment  must  be  for  the 
penalty,  which  is  the  debt  and  costs. 

2d.  Because,  even  if  judgment  had  been  entered  for  the  pen- 
alty, a  judgment  afterwards  entered  for  the  damages  assessed 
would  be  bad  in  error. 

IV.  The  damages  are  laid  at  $300,  the  judgment  is  for  $399.06 
damages. 

Damages  cannot  be  assessed  at  a  greater  amount  than  they  are 
laid  at  in  the  declaration;  and  if  judgment  is  entered  up  for  a 
greater  amount,  it  is  bad  on  error. 

V.  The  judgment  is  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  and  cannot  be 
construed  for  the  use  of  Hubbard  and-  Jamison. 

As  the  plaintiff  declared  for  the  use  of  others,  it  should  have 
been  in  form,  as  in  fact  for  their  use,  and  as  it  stands,  it  is,  under 
the  pleadings  in  the  Court  below,  error. 

James  Turkey  was  also  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

After  the  writ  of  error  had  been  sued  out  in  this  case,  the 
defendant  in  error,  the  plaintiff  in  the  Court  below,  gave  notice  to 
the  defendant  in  that  Court,  the  plaintiff  in  error  here,  that  he 
should  apply  at  the  next  term  of  the  Court  below,  to  wit,  the 
November  term,  1837,  to  have  the  record  amended  so  as  to  conform 
to  the  action,  and  by  entering  a  remittitur  of  all  the  damages 
exceeding  $300,  the  amount  laid  in  the  declaration.  At  said  term 
of  the  Court,  the  Hon.  Thomas  Ford  presiding,  the  record  was 
thus  amended,  and  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  certiorari^  a  new  tran- 
script certified  to  this  Court.  The  defendant  objected  to  these 
proceedings. 
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B.  S.  MoRKis  antl  J.  Young  ScAMMOisr,  for  the  defendant  in 
error. 

It  is  rule  in  pleading,  that  a  general  allegation  negativing  the 
condition  in  a  bond  or  covenant  is  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  in 
declaring,  and  if  the  defendant  had  performed  the  condition,  he 
should  plead  that  fact.  Wright,  722. 

A  declaration  on  a  supersedeas  bond  need  not  state  that  the 
supersedeas  had  issued.  5  Ohio,  177. 

So  a  voluntary  bond  given  to  deliver  property  to  the  sheriff  is 
good  at  common  law,  although  it  does  not  conform  to  the  statute. 
1  Blackf ,  359  ;  6  Littell,  273,  274 ;  4  Ohio,  85. 

A  liability  to  a  suit  is  a  breach  of  covenant  to  indemnify.  3 
Bibb,  197. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  set  out  a  writing  or  other  matter  referred 
to  in  the  obligation  declared  on,  unless  it  would'modify  the  breach 
alleged.  1  Monroe,  12. 

A  party  is  not  confined'  to  the  amount  of  damages  laid  in  the 
writ,  but  may  have  judgment  for  the  penalty  to  be  discharged  by 
the  damages  sustained  by  the  breach  of  the  condition.  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.,  174 ;  1  Saund.,  58,  n.  1  and  2  ;  2  Saund.,  187,  n.  2. 

A  judgment  by  default  is  an  admission  of  the  facts  alleged. 
Breese,  179. 

A  general  averment' only,  when  it  should  have  been  special,  is 
good  after  judgment  by  default.  9  Wheat.,  583,  581-586. 

An  obligor  is  estopped  from  denying  the  existence  of  facts 
recited  in  the  instrument  sued  on.  3  Marsh.,  803. 

These  authorities  abundantly  show  that  the  declaration  under 
consideration  is  sufficient  to  warrant  the  judgment  by  default  in 
the  Court  below. 

The  position,  that  "the  joinder  of  two,  and  judgment  against* 
one  only,  is  error,"  would  be  true  but  for  our  practice  act,  which 
authorizes  judgment  to  be  taken  against  the  one  served,  and  at 
any  time  after,  a  scire  facias  against  the  other.  R.  L.,  487,  §  4 ; 
Gale's  Stat,  529,  530. 

The  statute  of  jeofails  cures  all  the  other  errors  assigned,  which 
are  founde'd  in  fact,  and  which  are  not  cured  by  the  amendment 
of  the  record  in  the  Court  below.  Such  amendment  was  author- 
ized by  well-settled  principles.  Both  in  England  and  this  country 
it  is  a  common  practice  to  amend  the  record,  after  error  brought, 
as  a  matter  of  course,  and  generally  without  costs.  2  Strange,  863, 
902;  1  Gallis.,  257,261;  4  Burr., "2449;  1  Ld.  Raym.,  1587;  2 
Bibb,  7,  88;  1  Monroe,  18;  2  Marsh.,  61;  3  Marsh.,  268;  7  Mon- 
roe, 297;  2  Johns.,  184;  3  Johns.,  526. 

Smith,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 
This  was  an  action  on  a  replevin  bond,  given  to  the  defendant 
in  error,  as  sheriff.     Judgment  was  rendered  in  the  late  Municipal 
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Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  by  default,  against  Hunter,  who 
was  alone  served  with  process,  the  other  defendant  not  having 
been  found.  Numerous  errors  have  been  assigned,  all  of  which 
are  considered  untenable. 

It  is  first  objected,  that  the  Municipal  Court  had  no  jurisdiction 
of  the  cause.  This  question  has  been  fully  investigated,  and  was 
settled  at  the  last  term,  in  the  case  of  Beaubien  v.  Brinckerhoff  ;(1) 
and  has  been  again  decided  at  this  term,  it  being  held  that  the 
late  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  being  a  superior 
court  of  general  jurisdiction,  it  will  be  presumed  to  have  jurisdic- 
tion until  the  contrary  is  made  to  appear.  No  exception  having 
been  taken  to  the  jurisdiction  in  the  Court  below,  the  jurisdiction 
must  be  presumed.  The  exception  to  the  declaration,  for  the  want 
of  an  averment  that  a  writ  of  retorno  habendo  had  been  awarded 
by  the  Court,  on  the  entry  of  the  judgment  in  the  Court,  in  favor 
of  the  defendants,  in  the  action  of  replevin,  is  not  well  taken. (a) 
There  are  five  counts  in  the  declaration,  four  of  which  aver,  that, 
by  the  consideration  and  judgment  of  the  Court  in  which  the 
action  of  replevin  was  determined,  that  return  of  the  goods  was 
ordered  and  adjudged,  at  the  October  term  of  the  Cook  Circuit 
Court,  1836,  to  the  defendants  in  the  action  of  replevin  ;  and  that 
the  defendant  in  error  refused  and  neglected  to  return  the  goods 
according  to 'such  order  and  adjudication;  and  the  last  count 
specially  refers  to  the  record  of  the  Court,  as  evidence  of  the 
averment  that  return  of  said  goods  was  ordered  and  adjudged,  and 
makes  profert  of  such  record. 

It  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  objection,  to  say,  that  the  aver- 
ment is  in  language  full  as  broad  as  the  condition  of  the  bond ; 
and  no  necessity  is  perceived  for  the  assignment  of  a  breach,  in 
broader  terms  than  the  condition  of  the  bond,  which  the  parties 
had  chosen  to  adopt.  To  require  more  would  seem  to  be  a  useless 
act,  and  one  the  rules  of  pleading  do  not  seem  to  require.  We 
have  looked  into  precedents  of  declarations  in  similar  cases,  and 
find  the  averment  has  not  only  been  omitted  in  the  forms,  but  has 
been  held  to  be  unnecessary. (2) 

It  has  also  been  held,  that  in  this  action  the  breach  need  not  be 
formally  assigned,  and  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  recover  if. 
a  sufticient  breach  otherwise  appear.(8)  Where  the  condition  is 
to  prosecute  the  suit  with  effect,  and  without  delay,  a  breach  in 
those  words  would  suffice,  and  proof  of  two  years'  delay  would 
suffice,  without  proving  a  judgment  of  nonp7'os.{4:)  The  issuing 
of  a  writ  of  retorno  hcibendo  is  sometimes  stated, (5)  but  is  unneces- 
sary.(6) 

The  numerous  other  objections  assigned  as  error,  are  purely 

(I)  Ante,  269.  (2)  1  Cbit.  Plead. ;  2  Chit.  Plead.,  460. 

(3    5  Barn  &  Cress.,  284.  (4)  4  Binij.,  586. 

(5)  7  Went.,  1.  (6)  Willis,  6 ;  2  Sellon's  Prac,  267. 

(a)  Peck  V.  Wilson,  22  111.  E.,  205 ;  Hopkins  v.  Ladd,  35  111.  K.,  180. 
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technical  in  their^nature.  most  of  which  would  be  cured  by  the 
statute  of  jeol^iils,  did  they  all  exist;  but  many  are  not  perceived 
to  be  in  the  record.  The  rendering  a  judgment  against  one,  when 
the  other  is  not  served  with  process,  is  distinctly  authorized  by 
the  practice  act;  and  without  enumerating  all  the  causes  here 
alluded  to,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  there  appears  to  be  no  ground 
on  which  to  sustain  them.  The  last  error  to  be  considered  is  as 
to  the  form  of  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  being  for  damages, 
when  the  action  is  in  debt.  This  supposed  error  has  been  obviated 
by  the  amended  record,  sent  up  by  virtue  of  the  writ  of  certiorari^ 
by  which  it  appears  that  the  late  Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of 
Chicago,  since  the  filing  of  the  original  record  in  this  Court, 
amended  the  judgment  below  so  as  entirely  to  remove  the 
objection,  which  might  otherwise  have  been  fatal.(a)  Upon  the 
whole  case  we  perceive  no  sufficient  error  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  accordingly  affirm  the  judgment,  with 
costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

[a)  Contra  :  Steamboat,  &c.,  v.  Moran,  18  111.  R.,  50K 


JoH]N"  Savage  and  John"  W.  Peatt,  plaintiffs  in  error, 
V.  LuciEN  Berry,  administrator  of  Garrison  W. 
Berry,  deceased,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Morgan. 

A  bill  in  chancery  alleged  that  on  the  12th  of  August,  1834,  S.  &  P.  made  their  note  to 
one  B.  for  $175  ;  that  the  note  was  to  be  made  payable  in  April,  1836,  but  in  writing 
the  note  there  was  a  mistake  made  in  the  time  of  payment,  by  inserting  in  the  note 
that  it  was  made  payable  one  thousand  eighteen  hundred  and  thirty-six,  instead  of  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-  six  ;  that  the  note  was  signed  by  B.  to  C,  and  by 
C.  to  the  complainant ;  that  neither  the  complainant  nor  any  of  the  parties  to  the  note 
discovered  the  mistake  until  a  suit  at  law  was  brought  upon  the  note,  and  the  jury  had 
retired  to  consider  of  their  verdict,  when  a  verdict  was  redered  for  the  defendant  under 
the  direction  of  the  Court,  on  account  of  the  variance  between  the  words  "'eight," 
in  the  declaration  and  "  eighteen  "  in  the  note  ;  that  the  defendants  refused  to  correct 
the  mistake  or  pay  the  money.  The  bill  concluded  with  a  prayer  that  the  mistake 
should  be  corrected,  and  the  defendants  decreed  to  pay  the  money  mentioned  in  the 
note:  Held,  On  demurrer  to  the  bill,  that  the  complainant  was  entitled  to  the  relief 
sought. 

Courts  of  chancery  have  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  of  mistake  which  happen  in  drawing  up 
written  instruments  between  parties. 

Where  a  party  in  drawing  a  note  intended  to  make  it  payable  in  1836,  but  by  mistake 
wrote  one  "thousand  eighteen  hundred  and  thirty-six:  //c/rf,  That  a  court  of  chancery 
had  jurisdiction  to  correct  the  mistake ;  and  having  once  obtained  jurisdiction  the  Court 
would  do  complete  justice  between  the  parties  and  give  such  a  j udgment  as  a  court  of 
law  would  give  if  a  suit  should  be  brought  on  the  corrected  note. 

The  want  of  formal  order  on  the  record,  that  the  bill  was  taken  pro  confesso,  cannot  be 
assigned  for  error. 

is  not  necessary  for  a  court  of  chancery  to  refer  a  note  to  a  master  in  order  to  compute 
the  damages.  Such  reference  is  only  necessary  where  long  accounts  are  to  be  adjusted, 
and  a  balance  ascertained. 
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J.  Lamborn  and  J.  Berdan,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 
R.  Yates,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

LocKWOOD,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court: 

This  was  a  bill  in  chancery  filed  in  the  Morgan  Circuit  Court  by 
Berry  against  Savage  and  Pratt. 

The  bill  alleges  that  on  the  12th  of  August,  1834,  Savage  and 
Pratt  made  their  note  to  one  Henry  Bangs  far  $175  ;  that  the 
note  was  to  be  made  payable  in  April,  1836,  but  in  writing  the  note 
there  was  a  mistake  made  in  the  time  of  payn^ent  by  inserting  in 
the  note  that  it  was  payable  one  thousand  eighteen  hundred  and 
thirty-six. 

The  bill  further  states  that  the  note  was  assigned  by  Bangs  to 
one  Smith,  and  by  Smith  to  the  complainant's  intestate. 

The  bill  also  states  that  the  complainant  when  he  purchased  the 
note  did  not  discover  the  mistake,  nor  was  the  mistake  known  to 
any  of  the  parties  to  the  note.  That  a  suit  was  instituted  on  the 
note,  and  the  declaration  stated  that  the  note  was  payable  in  April, 
1836.  On  the  trial  of  the  cause  the  note  was  read  without  objec- 
tion, it  not  then  having  been  discovered  by  the  counsel  for  either 
party  that  there  was  a  variance  between  the  note  and  the  declara- 
tion. That  the  jury  on  their  retirement  discovered  the  variance, 
and  came  into  Court,  and  under  the  direction  of  the  Court  found  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant,  under  the  plea  of  nil  debet. 

The  bill  then  charges  that  Savage  and  Pratt  refuse  to  correct 
the  error  in  the  note,  and  refuse  to  pay  the  money ;  wherefore  the 
complainant  prays  that  the  mistake  may  be  corrected,  and 
the  defendants  decreed  to  pay  the  money. 

On  the  14th  of  October,  1837,  a  summons  was  issued,  returnable 
to  the  4th  Monday  of  October,  then  instant,  which  was  returned 
served  on  Savage,  one  of  the  defendants. 

At  the  March  term,  1838,  Savage,  one  of  the  defendants,  filed 
a  demurrer  to  the  bill,  which  was  joined  by  complainant.  On  the 
18th  of  October,  1838,  an  alias  summons  was  issued,  returnable  to 
the  4th  Monday  of  October,  then  instant,  which  was  duly  returned, 
served  on  Pratt. 

At  the  March  term,  1840,  the  cause  was  heard  upon  the  demur-' 
rer  to  the  bill,  and  the  Court  overruled  the  demurrer,  and  the 
defendant  not  further  answering,  and  the  Court  having  heard 
the  cause  decreed  that  the  note  be  reformed  and  corrected,  and  the 
time  limited  for  the  payment  of  the  note  be  held  and  considered  as 
the  1st  of  October,  1836,  instead  of  the  time  erroneously  stated 
on  the  face  of  the  note  ;  and  the  Court  further  decreed  that  com- 
plainant recover  of  the  defendants  the  amount  due  on  the  note, 
amounting  to  $214.67  and  costs. 

Numerous  errors  have  been  assigned  ;  it  is,  however,  only  neces- 
sary to  notice  the  following,  to  wit:  First,  That  the  Court  erred 
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in  overruling  the  defendant's  demurrer  to  the  bill.  Secondly, 
That  it  was  error  not  to  have  entered  on  the  record  that  the  bill 
was  taken  pro  confesso.  Thirdly,  That  the  Court  erred  in  not 
referring  the  note  to  a  master  or  clerk  to  assess  the  damages. 

Did  the  Court  err  in  overruling  the  demurrer?  Courts  of 
chancery  have  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  of  mistake  which  happen 
in  drawing  up  written  instruments  between  parties.  The  defend- 
ant, Savage,  by  demurring  to  the  bill,  admitted  the  facts  set  out  in 
the  bill. 

The  mistake  committed  in  the  note,  clearly  gave  the  Court  of 
chancery  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter,  and  the  Court  hav- 
ing once  lawfully  possessed  itself  of  jurisdiction,  the  law  is  well 
settled  that  it  may  go  on  and  do  complete  justice  between  the 
parties. 

It  would  have  been  improper  for  the  Court  below,  after  having 
determined  that  there  was  a  mistake  in  the  note,  and  ordered  it  to 
be  corrected,  to  have  then  left  the  complainant  to  have  collected 
his  money  by  bringing  another  suit  at  law.(«) 

It  was,  however,  urged  that  as  the  complainant  had  resorted  to 
a  court  of  law  to  recover  the  money,  he  was  bound  by  the  decision 
in  that  court,  and  that  if  that  decision  was  erroneous,  that  he 
should  have  appealed. 

The  answer  to  this  argument  is,  that  the  defendants  had,  against 
good  conscience,  availed  themselves  of  a  mistake  in  the  note  to 
defeat  a  recovery;  and  that  as  the  mistake  stood  in  the  way  of  a 
recovery  at  law,  a  resort  to  chancery  became  necessary  to  correct 
the  mistake,  and  being  compelled  by  the  acts  of  the  defendants  to 
resort  to  equity,  that  court  might  render  such  a  judgment  as  a 
court  of  law  would  give,  provided  a  suit  was  brought  on  the  cor- 
rected note. 

The  want  of  a  formal  order  on  the  record,  that  the  bill  be  taken 
pro  confesso^  is  not  seen.  The  demurrer  by  the  defendant.  Savage, 
to  the  bill,  and  the  subsequent  decision  against  him,  by  the  Court, 
are  fally  equivalent  to  taking  the  bill  as  confessed,  against  him. 
The  summons  against  Pratt  was  returned  served  at  the  October 
term,  1838,  and  the  final  decree  was  not  rendered  until  March, 
1840.  He  had  upwards  of  a  year  to  enter  his  appearance,  and 
answer  or  demur  to  the  bill.  The  want  of  a  mere  formal  entry 
that  the  bill  is  taken  for  confessed,  has  not  in  the  least  degree 
prejudiced  him.  Under  a  similar  statute  relative  to  chancery  prac- 
tice in  Kentucky,  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  that  State  decided  that 
it  was  not  necessary  that  it  should  appear  formally  on  the  record 
that  the  bill  had  been  taken  for  confessed. (1) 

The  Court  there  say,  "  The  subpoena- was  executed  on  Reynolds. 
He  did  not  answer.     The  Court  had  therefore  a  right  to  decree 


(n)  Ballauce  v.  Underbill,  3  Scam.  R.,  460,  4Gl,and  note. 
(I)  1  J.  J.  Marsh,  547. 
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against  him ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  appear  formally 
on  the  record  that  the  bill  was  taken  for  confessed  against  him." 

It  must,  however,  be  admitted  that  the  Kentucky  courts  have 
not  been  uniform  on  this  point.  In  the  case  of  Shield's  Heirs  v. 
Bryant,(l)  the  Court  held  it  to  be  erroneous  to  pronounce  a  decree 
where  the  bill  had  not  been  taken  as  confessed. 

These  cases  cannot  be  reconciled,  but  as  the  objection  is  purely 
technical,  not  in  the  least  affecting  the  justice  of  the  case,  we  think 
the  decision  reported  in  Marshall  founded  on  the  best  reasons,  and 
therefore  consider  it  the  safest  precedent. 

The  last  error  relied  on,  that  the  Court  did  not  refer  the  note  to 
a  master,  is  entitled  to  no  weight.  The  object  of  referring  ques- 
tions to  a  master,  is  to  relieve  the  Court  from  a  heavy  burden. 
Where  long  accounts  are  to  be  adjusted,  and  a  balance  ascertained, 
it  is  proper  to  refer  them  to  a  master ;  but  in  this  case,  where  all 
that  was  to  be  done  was  merely  to  compute  the  interest,  it  was 
wholly  unnecessary. 

The  decree  below  is  consequently  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Decree  affirmed. 

Note.    See  Barry  v.  Savage  et  al.,  Ante,  261. 


Adam  L.  Mills,  John  H.  Gay,  Charles  Mullikust,  Johist 
O'FALLOisr,  William  C.  Wiggins,  Andeew  Christy, 
Melanie  Christy,  Joseph  A.  Christy,  Elizabeth 
Christy,  Mary  F.  Christy,  (which  Melanie  is  the 
widow,  and  which  Joseph  A.,  Elizabeth,  and  Mary 
F.  are  the  only  children  and  heirs  of  Samuel  C. 
Christy,  deceased),  said  children  being  infants,  and 
appearing  by  said  Melanie,  their  next  friend,  Emily 
Pratte,  widow  of  Bernard  Pratte,  deceased,  Emilie, 
his  daughter,  wife  of  Ramsey  Crooks,  Kamsey 
Crooks,  Bernard  Pratte,  son  of  said  Bernard, 
deceased,  Louis  Piggot  and  Therese,  his  wife,  which 
Therese  is  also  a  daughter  of  said  Bernard  Pratte, 
deceased,  Stephen  F.  Niedlet  and  Celeste,  his  wife, 
she  being  also  a  daughter  of  said  Bernard  Pratte, 

(1)  3  Bibb. 
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deceased,  Louis  V.  Bogy,  and  Pelaghe,  his  wife, 
wlio  is  also  a  daughter  of  said  Bernard,  deceased,  and 
Joseph  Blair  and  Diana,  his  wife,  which  Diana  is  a 
daughter  of  said  Bernard,  deceased,  appellants,  v. 
William  G.  Brown,  John  D.  Hughes,  James  Ander- 
son, William  Penn,  Charles  Sargent,  and  the 
County  of  St.  Clair,  aj^pellees. 

Appeal  from  St,  Clair. 

All  act  of  the  legislature,  of  March  2d,  1819,  granted  to  Wiggins  the  right  to  estahlish  a 
ferry  ''  on  the  waters  of  the  Mississippi,  near  the  town  of  Illinois,  in  this  State,"  and 
"  the  running  of  the  same  from  lands,  at  said  place,  that  may  belong  to  him,"  provided 
that  he,  "  his  heirs,  or  assigns,  should  have  the  ferry  in  actual  operation  within  eighteen 
months  from  and  after  the  passage  of  the  act."  That  time  expired  September  2d,  1820. 
The  complainants,  in  a  bill  of  chancery,  to  protect  their  right  to  the  ferry,  and  to  pre- 
vent the  establishing  of  another  ferry  near  the  same  plaee,  stated  that  the  land,  upon 
which  the  ferry  was  established,  was  conveyed  to  Wiggins  July  13th,  1822,  by  Julie 
Jarrot ;  and  that  a  "  piece  of  said  tract  of  land,  lying  on  the  Mississippi,  near  the  center 
of  said  tract,  was  claimed  by  one  James  Piggot,  which  claim  was  recognized  by  gov- 
ernment, and  a  |iatent  issuedtherefor,  and  that  said  Wiggins  acquired  this  piece  several 
years  before  the  date  of  the  deed  of  Julie  Jarrot  to  him,  and  first  established  his  said 
ferry  on  this  piece,  then  being  the  owner  thereof,  under  the  said  Piggot's  legal  repre- 
sentatives; which  piece  of  land  is  included  in  the  larger  tract,"  conveyed  by  Julie 
Jarrot,  and  was  patented  to  John  McKnight  and  Thomas  Brady  in  1816,  and  conveyed 
by  them  to  Wiggins,  copies  of  which  deeds,  &c.,  were  referred  to  and  made  exhibits  in 
the  bill.  The  deed  from  McKnight  and  Brady  Avas  executed  May  19th,  1821.  The 
description  of  the  land  in  the  bill  showed  it  to  be  on  the  Mississippi,  &c.,  &c.  The  bill 
also  stated  that,  in  pursuance  of  said  act,  Wiggins  did  establish  a  ferry  on  said  tract, 
within  the  time  limited  by  said  act,  and  it  "  was  commenced  by  said  Wiggins,  from  lands 
that  belonged  to  him;  and,  on  the  6th  of  February,  1821,  the  legislature  authorized 
Wigy^ins  to  remove  his  ferry-landing  to  other  lauds  owned  by  him  on  the  Mississippi : 
Held,  That  the  decree  of  the  Court  below,  in  dismissing  the  bill  on  demurrer,  must  be 
affirmed,  on  the  ground  that  the  bill  did  not  set  out  with  clearness  and  certainty  that 
Wiggins  owned  any  land  on  the  waters  of  the  Mississippi  river,  near  the  town  of 
Illinois,  on  the  2d  of  March,  1819,  or  within  eighteen  months  thereafter,  on  which  the 
grant  could  operate  ;  and  because  it  did  not  appear,  with  certainty,  that  Wiggins  owned 
any  land  on  the  Mississippi  on  the  6th  of  February,  1821,  to  which  the  ferry,  befoi'e 
that  time  established  by  Wiggins,  could  be  removed,  in  pursuance  of  the  act  passed  on 
said  6th  of  February. 

A  demurrer  to  a  bill  iu  chancery  admits  all  that  is  well  stated  or  pleaded,  but  it  cannot 
supply  defects,  in  substance,  or  cure  a  defective  statement  of  title. 

The  appellants  filed  their  bill  in  chancery  in  the  St.  Clair  Cir- 
cuit Court,  setting  forth : 

"  That  the  claim'  to  a  tract  of  land,  containirig  four  hundred 
acres,  lying  east  of  the  Mississippi  river,  and  fronting  the  town  of 
St.  Louis,  in  Missouri,  was  confirmed  to  Pierre  Coudaire,  and  his 
legal  representatives,  by  act  of  Congress  of  the  sixteenth  day  of 
April,  in  the  year  eighteen  hundred  and  fourteen,  whereby  the  title, 
in  fee  simple,  to  said  tract  of  land,  was  vested  in  Nicholas  Jarrot, 
purchaser  and  assignee  of  Joseph  Coudaire,  son  and  only  heir  of 
said  Pierre  Coudaire,  which  is  situate  in  St,  Clair  county,  in  Illi- 
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nois  and  whicTi  said  tract  of  land  has  been  surveyed  and  located  by 
the  United  States,  and  is  bounded  south  by  the  Cahokia  commons, 
on  the  west  by  the  Mississippi  river,  extending  northwardly  nearly 
to  a  point  opposite  the  center  of  Bloody  Island,  and  bounded  east- 
wardly  by  the  Cahokia  creek  or  river  L'Abbe.  That  said  Joseph 
Coudaire  conveyed  the  same  tract  of  land  to  said  Jarrot,  by  deed 
dated  the  seventeenth  day  of  April,  in  the  year  eighteen  hundred 
and  nine ;  and  that  the  same  land  was  conveyed  by  Julie  Jarrot, 
widow  of  said  Nicholas,  being  thereto  duly  empowered  by  the  last 
will  of  said  Nicholas,  to  Samuel  Wiggins,  by  deed  dated  the  thir- 
teenth day  of  July,  in  the  year  eighteen  hundred  and  twenty-two. 
Tliat  said  Samuel  Wiggins,  by  his  deed  dated  the  first  day  of 
August,  in  the  year  eighteen  hundred  and  thirty-one,  conveyed  the 
same  land  to  said  John  O'Fallon,  Adam  L.  Mills,  Bernard  Pratte, 
now  deceased,  William  C.  Wiggins,  Samuel  C.  Christy  and 
Charles  Mullikin.  That  said  John  O'Fallon  has  sold  a  part  of  his 
interest  in  said  land,  and  conveyed  the  same,  by  deed,  to  John  H. 
Gay,  and  the  said  Mills  hath  likewise  sold  a  part  of  his  interest 
in  said  land,  to  Andrew  Christy,  and  given  his  title  bond  there- 
for, copies  of  which  said  several  instruments  of  writing  and  con- 
veyances are  hereto  annexed,  and  prayed  to  be  taken  as  part 
of  this  bill,  as  also  the  said  survey,  and  also  copies  of  origi- 
nal documents  and  proofs  and  proceedings  in  relation  to  said 
Coudaire's  claim  from  the  United  States  Land  Office  at  Caskas- 
kia,  in  Illinois.  That  said  Bernard  Pratte  and  Samuel  C.  Christy 
are  both  dead,  leaving  their  only  heirs  and  representatives  as  to  said 
land  the  persons  above  named  as  such  in  this  bill.  Your  orators 
further  state,  that  said  Pierre  Coudaire  settled  upon  said  land,  and 
lived  on  it  many  years  before  said  confirmation,  and  that,  on  his 
death,  his  only  son,  Joseph,  likewise  claimed,  and  conveyed  the 
same  as  aforesaid.  That  said  Nicholas  Jarrot,  while  the  owner 
thereof,  exercised  acts  of  ownership  over  it  as  his  own ;  and  the 
said  Samuel  Wiggins  soon,  after  he  acquired  his  title  as  aforesaid, 
took  possession  of  it,  and  continued  in  possession  thereof,  as  your 
orators  are  informed  and  believe,  claiming  it  as  his  own  till  he 
conveyed  the  same  as  aforesaid ;  and  that  ever  since  his  said  con- 
veyance, his  (the  said  Wiggins')  grantees,  being  the  persons  above 
named  as  such,  took  possession  of  the  same  tract  of  land,  and  the 
possession  of  the  same  has  remained  in  them,  and  those  claiming 
under  them,  until  the  present  time ;  and  that  your  orators  are  now 
in  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  same  tract,  claiming  to  own  it, 
in  fee  simple,  and  as  they  fully  believe,  and  so  charge,  being  the 
undoubted  owners  thereof,  in  fee  simple. 

Your  orators  and  oratrices  further  state,  that  the  said  tract  of 
land  is  bounded  on  the  east  by  the  Mississippi  river,  perhaps  a 
mile,  and  that  the  right  and  advantage  of  ferrying  therefrom,  and  of 
landing  thereon,  is  of  great  value,  as  the  city  of  St.  Louis  lies 
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opposite,  on  the  west  side  of  the  river,  and  that  a  ferry  has  been 
owned,  conducted  and  crossed  over  by  the  owners  of  said  tract, 
from  the  said  tract  across  the  Mississippi,  from  the  time  when  said 
Samuel  Wiggins  acquired  said  land  as  aforesaid,  down  to  the  pres- 
ent moment,  to  their  great  gain  and  emolument. 

"  Your  orators  and  oratrices  further  represent,  that  on  March 
second,  in  the  year  eighteen  hundred  and  nineteen,  an  act  was 
passed  by  the  General  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  entitled 
*"  An  act  to  authorize  Samuel  Wiggins  to  establish  a  Ferry  upo7i  the 
waters  of  the  Mississippi^^  a  copy  of  which  act  is  herewith  exhibited 
as  part  of  this  bill ;  and  that,  in  pursuance  thereof,  he,  said  Wiggins, 
did  establish  a  ferry  on  said  tract,  within  the  time  limited  by  the 
said  act,  which  ferry  has  been  kept  up,  according  to  said  act,  ever 
since,  and  was  transferred  by  him,  in  his  said  deed  of  the  tract 
aforesaid,  and  since  then  has  been  kept  up  and  conducted  by  his, 
the  said  Wiggins'  grantees,  the  owners  of  said  land  to  this  day, 
and  is  now  conducted  by  your  orators  and  oratrices,  at  great  labor 
and  expense,  for  the  accommodation  of  the  public ;  which  ferry  has 
been  always,  and  is,  near  the  town  of  Illinois,  in  the  State  of  Illi- 
nois, and  was  commenced  by  said  Wiggins,  from  lands  that  belonged 
to  him,  and,  while  he  owned  it,  was  always  run  and  conducted 
from  lands  owned  by  him,  and  ever  since  he  transferred  it,  it  hath 
been  always  run  from  lands  owned  by  the  proprietors  of  said  ferry, 
and  is  now  run  by  your  orators  and  oratrices,  from  the  same  tract 
of  land,  to  wit,  the  tract  above  described,  and  that  said  ferry  hath 
always  been  managed  and  conducted  by  such  boats  as  were  pro- 
pelled by  horses  or  steam ;  and  they  further  state,  that  a  piece  of 
said  tract  of  land  lying  on  the  Mississippi,  near  the  centre  of  said 
tract,  was  claimed  by  one  James  Piggot,  which  claim  was  recog- 
nized by  government,  and  a  patent  issued  therefor,  and  that  said 
Wiggins  acquired  this  .piece  several  years,  before  the  date  of  the 
deed  from  Julie  Jarrot  to  him,  and  first  established  his  said  ferry 
on  this  piece,  then  being  the  owner  thereof,  under  said  Piggot's 
legal  representatives;  which  piece  of  land  is  included  in  the  larger 
tract  of  Coudaire,  and  was  patented  by  the  United  States  to  John 
McKnight  and  Thomas  Brady,  in  eighteen  hundred  and  sixteen, 
and  conveyed  by  them  to  Samuel  Wiggins,  by  deed ;  copies  of 
which  papers  and  deed  are  herewith  exhibited,  and  prayed  to  be' 
taken  as  parts  of  this  bill  of  complaint.  And  they  further  set  forth, 
that,  by  the  act  aforesaid,  the  right  was  expressly  conferred  on  said 
Samuel  Wiggins,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  establish  and  run  a  ferry 
from  his  lands  on  the  Mississippi,  near  said  town  of  Illinois,  for 
ever ;  provided  no  craft  or  boat  should  be  used  but  what  should  be 
propelled  by  horses,  oxen,  or  other  four-footed  animals,  or  steam  ; 
and  by  the  second  section  of  said  act,  it  was  provided,  that  no  per- 
son, except  those  who  had  their  ferries  established  at  that  place, 
should  establish  any  ferry  of  said  description  within  one  mile  of  the 
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said  Wiggins'  ferry;  and  that,  if  any  ferry  were  established  in 
contravention  of  that  act,  the  boat  or  boats  should  be  forfeited  to 
said  Wiggins,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  and  might  be  attached  before 
any  court  in  Illinois,  having  competent  jurisdiction.  Your  orators 
allege  and  charge,  that  though  the  General  Assembly  have  passed 
an  act,  purporting  to  repeal  said  second  section,  yet  that  the  right 
of  ferrying  remains,  both  as  at  common  law,  and  as  conferred  and 
guarantied  by  said  act,  which  right  is  of  great  value  to  your  ora- 
tors and  oratrices,  and  is  protected  both  by  the  Constitution  of 
Illinois  and  of  the  United  States,  and  cannot  be  legally  infringed, 
taken  away  or  destroyed,  without  the  consent  of  your  orators  and 
oratrices,  who  are  the  successors  of  said  Wiggins  and  his  assigns, 
according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  said  act,  and  the  own- 
ers of  said  land,  and  of  all  the  said  Wiggins's  right  and  privilege, 
whether  by  said  statute  or  otherwise,  to  ferry  therefrom ;  and  your 
orators  and  oratrices  have  been  and  are  conducting  said  ferry,  in 
strict  conformity  with  the  requirements  of  said  act,  and  to  the  full 
accommodation  of  the  public ;  and  have  invested  in  it,  upon  the 
full  assurance  of  their  right,  a  great  amount  of  capital,  relying  upon 
the  law  of  the  land  for  protection  and  safety,  in  the  enjoyment  of 
their  own  property  and  privileges ;  and  they  well  hoped,  that  they 
would  remain  undisturbed  in  the  exercise  of  their  undoubted  privi- 
leges, and  be  permitted  to  receive  the  profits  of  their  exertions  and 
outlay  for  the  accommodation  of  the  public.  But  your  orators 
and  oratrices  state,  that  in  this  they  have  been  disappointed;  and 
that,  without  their  consent,  and  contrary  to  their  wishes,  an  act  was 
passed  by  the  said  General  Assembly,  on  the  second  day  of  March, 
eighteen  hundred  and  thirty-nine,  entitled  '  An  act  to  authorize  St. 
Glair  County  to  establish  a  Ferry  across  the  Mississippi  River ^^ 
whereby  William  G.  Brown,  John  D.  Hughes,  James  Anderson, 
William  Penn  and  Charles  Sargent,  of  St.  Clair  county,  were 
appointed  commissioners,  and  were  required  to  examine  the  ground, 
and  locate  a  road  and  ferry-landing  between  Cahokia  creek  and 
the  Mississippi  river,  opposite  St.  Louis ;  and  it  was  thereby 
further  enacted,  that  said  road  and  ferry-landing  should  be  located 
three  hundred  feet  wide,  on  the  most  eligible  ground  for  said  pur- 
pose, and  that  said  road  and  ferry -Ian  ding,  when  so  located,  and 
the  report  of  said  commissioners  filed  in  the  ofiice  of  the  clerk  of 
the  County  Commissioners'  Court  of  said  county  of  St.  Clair, 
should  be  and  remain  a  public  highway  for  ever,  and  that  the 
County  Commissioners'  Court  of  said  county  might  cause  said  land, 
on  which  said  road  and  ferry-landing  should  have  been  located,  to 
be  condemned,  and  pay  to  the  legal  owners  of  said  land  the  dam- 
ages sustained  by  said  owners  ;  and  after  said  land  should  be  con- 
demned, and  said  damages  paid  out  of  the  funds  of  the  county,  the 
said  Commissioners'  Court  should  have  power,  by  their  agents  or 
otherwise,  to  enter  upon  said  land  so  condemned,  and  establish  a 
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ferry  across  the  Mississippi  river ;  and  the  said  County  Commis- 
sioners' Court  might  either  carry  on  said  ferry  for  the  county  itself, 
or  it  might  lease  the  same,  for  any  term  not  exceeding  five  years  at 
any  one  time,  to  any  persons ;  and  it  was  furthermore  enacted  by 
said  act,  that  for  the  purpose  of  compensating  the  legal"  owners  for 
the  land  thus  appropriated  for  public  use,  it  should  be  the  duty  of 
the  Commissioners'  Court  aforesaid,  to  cause  the  sheriff  of  St.  Clair 
county  to  summon  twelve  men,  who  should  assess  the  damages 
which  such  owners  of  the  land  might  sustain  by  reason  of  the  loca- 
tion of  the  said  road  and  ferry  landing.  And  your  orators  and 
oratrices  further  state,  that  the  said  commissioners,  William  Gr. 
Brown,  John  D.  Hughes,  James  Anderson,  William  Penn  and 
Charles  Sargent,  have  under  color  of  said  last  mentioned  act  of 
Assembly,  proceeded  and  laid  out,  and  located  the  said  road  three 
hundred  feet  in  width  across  the  said  tract  of  land  so  owned  by  your 
orators  and  oratrices  aforesaid,  confirmed  to  said  Coudaire's  legal 
representatives,  to  the  Mississippi  river,  comprehending  three  hun- 
dred feet  in  width  of  the  landing  on  said  river,  belonging  to  your 
orators  and  oratrices  and  have  made  their  report  to  the  said  County 
Commissioners'  Court,  which  is  filed,  as  they  believe,  in  the  office  of 
the  clerk  of  the  same ;  and  your  orators  and  oratrices  are  informed, 
and  believe  that  a  meeting  of  said  County  Commissioners'  Court  has 
been,  or  will  immediately  be  called,  for  the  condemning  said  piece 
of  land  so  located,  and  of  carrying  out  the  said  last  mentioned  act 
of  Assembly,  and  thus  of  taking  from  your  orators  and  oratrices 
their  property  and  valuable  right,  against  their  will,  and  that,  too, 
as  they  believe,  without  any  means  of  their  obtaining  adequate 
compensation  therefor.  Your  orator  and  oratrices  invoke  the  aid 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  of  the  State  of  Illinois, 
and  of  the  sacred  principles  of  law  and  justice,  against  this  attempt 
which  they  charge  to  be  a  most  manifest  violation  of  their  rights, 
under  the  pretended  sanction  of  law. 

"  Your  orators  and  oratrices  allege,  that  under  the  laws  and 
Constitution  of  the  country,  the  right  does  not  exist  thus  to  seize 
their  property,  and  take  it  from  them,  for  the  very  purpose  of  using 
it  for  the  objects  for  which  your  orators  are  using  it,  and  for  which 
use  of  it  they  have  an  express  irrepealable  act  of  Assembly :  and, 
further,  that  if  said  last  mentioned  act  of  Assembly  were  constitu- 
tional in  every  respect,  (which  is  denied  utterly,)  yet  that  it  provides 
a  mode  of  assessment  of  damages,  and  of  compensation  for  said  land, 
altogether  unjust,  inequitable,  and  against  fundamental  principles, 
in  this,  that  the  very  party  that  acquires  the  benefit  and  emolument 
of  said  right  of  way  and  ferry,  is  ndade  the  judge  of  the  amount  of 
compensation,  inasmuch  as  the  jury  is  to  be  called  from  the  county 
of  St.  Clair,  in  order  to  assess  the  damages,  and  the  revenues 
derived  from  said  way  and  ferry  belong  to  said  county,  who,  by  this 
Vol.  II.  70 
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act  of  Assembly,  are  to  acquire,  for  their  benefit,  the  contemplated 
ferry,  are  to  pay  your  orators  and  oratrices,  in.  purchase  of  the 
same,  such  price  as  the  same  citizens  choose  to  put  upon  it;  and 
your  orators  and  oratrices  further  charge,  that  said  act  doth  not 
authorize,  as  they  understand  it,  any  damages  or  compensation  to 
them  for  the  great  injury  to  their  vested  right  of  ferrying,  now  in 
use  by  them,  from  their  own  land,  which  must  inevitably  result 
from  the  establishment  of  another  ferry  at  their  side,  from  the  same 
land  ;  nor  does  it  allow  any  compensation  for  the  great  injury  to 
them  on  account  of  the  diminution  of  the  value  of  the  residue  of 
said  land  and  right  of  ferrying,  by  the  establishment  of  a  rival  ferry 
at  their  side;  and  they  charge  generally,  that  said  act  is  unconsti- 
tutional, that  the  proceedings  of  the  said  commissioners  are  illegal, 
inequitable  and  oppressive,  and  will  work,  if  permitted  to  go  on, 
irremediable  mischiefs  to  your  orators  and  oratrices,  who  possess 
an  undoubted  statutory,  as  well  as  common  law  privilege,  of  ferry- 
ing from  their  said  land,  and  of  using  their  own  property  in  every 
way  profitable  to  them,  which  is  not  forbidden  by  the  laws.      Your 
orators  and  oratrices  further  allege,  that  by  an  act  of  Assembly  of 
tne  said  State  of  Illinois,  passed  the  sixth  day  of  February,  in  the 
year   of  our  Lord  one  thousand- eight  hundred  and  twenty-one 
entitled,   ^^  An  Act  to  authorize  Samuel  Wiggins  to  make  a  Turnpike 
road  and  for  other  purposes^''''  the  said  Wiggins,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
were  authorized  to  remove  the  ferry,  which  said  Samuel  Wiggins 
had  established  as  aforesaid,  upon  any  land  that  might  belong  to 
him   or   them,    on   the   said   Mississippi  river,    under   the  same 
privileges  as  were  prescribed  by  said  act  of  March  second,  eighteen 
hundred  and  nineteen  ;  which  act  of  February  sixth,  eighteen  hun- 
dred and  twenty-one,  conferred  the  said  privilege  of  removing  said 
ferry  absolutely,  without  the  reservation  of  the  right  to  repeal  the 
same ;  a  copy  of  which  act  is  hereto  annexed,  as  a  part  of  the  bill ; 
and  that  the  said  Samuel  Wiggins,  while  owner  of  said  ferry,  and 
his  said  successors  in  the  ownership  of  the  same,  have  kept  up 
said  ferry,  and  maintained  and  run  the  same  in  strict  conformity 
with  said  act  granting  the  said  privileges,  and  with  the  law  and  to 
the  great  advantage  of  the  public,  which  has  been  and  still  is  well 
served  and  accon.modated  thereby.    And  your  orators  and  oratrices 
well  hoped,  that  they  should  have  been  permitted  to  enjoy  their 
said  ferry  privileges  in  peace,  as  they  had  a  right  to  do.     But  now, 
so  it  is,  that  the  said  William  G.  Brown,  John  D.  Hughes,  James 
.  Anderson,  William  Penn,  and  Charles  Sargent,  and  the  said  county 
of  St.  Clair,  combining  and  confederating  with  divers  other  persons, 
whose  names,  when  discovered,  your  orators  and  oratrices  pray 
may  be  inserted  herein,  and  they  made  parties  hereto,  have  pro- 
ceeded, as  above  detailed,  in  regard  to  said  road  and  ferry-landing  of 
three  hundred  feet  in  width,  and  are  now  about  to  appropriate  the 
same  to  the  use  and  emolument  of  said  county  as  aforesaid,  under 
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color  of  the  act  of  Assembly,  in  that  behalf  above  stated.     All 
which  actings  and  doings  are  against  equity  and  good  conscience." 

The  bill  concluded  with  a  prayer  for  an  injunction  against  Brown 
Hughes,  Anderson,  Penn,  Sargent,  and  the  County  Commissioners, 

Exhibit  No.  6  was  a  deed  from  John  McKnight  and  Thomas 
Brady  and  Harriet  Brady,  his  wife,  dated  May  19th,  1821,  to 
Samuel  Wiggins,  of  premises  described  as  follows : 

"  All  that  certain  piece  or  parcel  of  land  situate  in  the  county  of 
St,  Clair,  and  State  of  Illinois,  containing  sixty  eight  acres,  and  one 
liun(^'ed  and  twenty-five  thousandths  of  an  acre,  being  the  southern 
part  of  a  certain  tract  of  land,  being  the  gram,  of  militia  right  made 
by  William  Henry  Harrison,  Governor  of  the  Indiana  Territory,  to 
James  Piggot,  deceased,  as  assignee  of  one  James  Ware,  by 
patent,  bearing  date  at  Yincennes,  on  the  twelfth  day  day  of  March, 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  three,  and  recorded  in  the  United 
States  Land  Office  for  the  district  of  Kaskaskia,  in  book  A,  pages 
74  and  75,  the  sixth  day  of  December,  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  four,  bounded  as  follows  :  beginning  at  a  walnut  or* the  bank  of 
the  Mississippi  river,  thence  south  five  degrees  west,  two  hundred 
and  eighteen  perches,  to  a  cotton  wood;  thence  south,  eighty-five 
degrees  east,  seventy-three  and  one-half  perches,  to  an  elm ; 
thence  north,  five  degrees  east,  two  hundred  and  eighteen  perches, 
to  a  sycamore ;  thence  north,  eighty-five  degrees  west,  seventy- 
three  and  a  half  perches,  to  the  place  of  beginning ;  joining  the 
Mississippi  on  the  south,  vacant  land  on  the  southeast,  Cahokia 
field  on  the  northeast,  and  vacant  land  on  the  northwest ;  contain- 
ing one  hundred  acres  and  twenty-three  perches,  as  in  the  said  patent 
described,  as  will  appear  by  the  conveyance  of  the  whole  of  the 
said  land,  from  Joseph  Piggot  and  Hannah,  his  wife,  Daniel  Quick 
and  Nancy,  his  wife,  formerly  Nancy  Piggot,  William  Patterson  and 
Aseneth,  his  wife,  formerly  Aseneth  Piggot,  Newton  Piggot,  to  the 
said  John  McKnight  and  Thomas  Brady,  by  deed  bearing  date 
January  4th,  1815 ;  and  by  a  release  of  dower  from  Frances  Col- 
lard  to  the  said  John  McKnight,  Thomas  Brady,  by  deed  bearing 
date  January  16th,  1815,  and  which  was  also  granted  by  letters 
patent  from  the  United  State  to  the  said  John  McKnight  and 
Thomas  Brady,  and  which  property  was  afterwards^ivided  between 
the  said  Samuel  Wiggins  and  the  said  John  McKnight  and  Thomas 
Brady,  by  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  county  of  St.  Clair,  in 
the  State  of  Illinois,  and  the  said  sixty-eight  acres  and  one  hundred 
and  fwenty-five  thousandths  were  allotted  and  set  off' as  the  part  of 
the  said  John  McKnight  and  Thomas  Brady,  as  by  the  record 
remaining  in  said  Court,  will  more  fully  and  at  large  appear." 

The  cause  was  heard  at  the  November  term,  1839,  of  the  Court 
below,  the  Hon.  Sidney  Breese  presiding,  on  demurrer  to  the  bill. 
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The  bill  was  dismissed,  and  the  complainants  appealed  to  this 
Court. 

[This  cause  was  very  ably  argued  by  the  counsel  for  the 
respective  parties  ;  but  as  the  main  points  raised  in  the  argument  are 
not  decided  by  the  Court,  the  points  and  authorities  of  counsel  are 
ommitted  by  the  Reporter.] 

H.  G-AMBLE,  S.  T.  Logan,  and  J.  Shields,  for  the  appellants. 

Lyman  Trumbull  and  J.  Brtterfield,  for  the  appellees. 

Smith,  Justice: 

It  is  discovered,  upon  an  examination  of  the  bill  in  this  d^use, 
that  there  is  a  serious  defect  in  the  statement  of  the  complainants' 
title  to  the  land,  which  materially  affects  the  claim  for  ttie  relief 
sought  by  them. 

The  act  of  the  General  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  of  tbe 
2d  of  March,  1819,  under  which  the  complainants  derive  their  title 
to  the  ferry  and  ferry  privileges,  described  in  the  bill,  as  the 
assignees  of  Samuel  Wiggins,  the  grantee  named  in  the  act,  autho- 
rized the  eslablishment  of  such  ferry  "  on  the  waters  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi, near  the  town  of  Illinois,  in  this  State,"  and  "the  running 
of  the  same  from  lands  at  said  place,  that  may  belong  to  him  " 
(Wiggins) ;  and  the  act  further  provided,  that  "  Wiggins,  his  heirs, 
or  assigns,  should  have  the  ferry  in  actual  operation  within  eight- 
een months  from  and  after  the  passage  af  the  act." 

The  time  within  which  Wiggins  was  to  establish  the  ferry,  and 
have  it  in  actual  operation,  and  by  which  the  grant  was  to  be  inop- 
erative, in  case  it  was  not  established  and  in  operation  by  that 
period,  expired  on  the  2d  day  of  September,  1820.  In  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  land,  and  the  mode  and  time  of  acquisition,  the  bill 
recites  that  Wiggins  became  the  purchaser  thereof,  from  Julie 
Jarrot,  by  deed  of  the  13th  day  of  July,  1822,  and  that  Wiggins, 
by  deed  of  the  first  day  of  August,  1831,  conveyed  the  same  lands 
to  a  portion  of  the  complainants,  and  to  the  ancestors  of  others  of 
the  complainants,  of  whom  they  are  the  legal  representatives. 

It  is  further  recited  in  the  bill,  that  a  piece  of  said  tract  of  land, 
lying  on  the  Mississippi,  near  the  center  of  the  tract,  was  claimed 
by  one  James  Piggot,  which  claim  was  recognized  by  government, 
and  a  patent  is^ed  therefor,  and  that  Wiggins  acquired  this  piece 
several  years  before  the  date  of  the  deed  from  Julie  Jarrot  to  him  ; 
and  first  established  his  ferry  on  this  piece,  then  being  the  owner 
thereof,  under  Piggot's  legal  representatives,  which  piece  of  land  is 
included  in  the  large  tract,  and  was  patented  by  the  United  States 
to  John  McKnight  and  Thomas  Brady,  in  1816;  and  was  con- 
veyed by  them  to  Wiggins,  by  deed ;  copies  of  which  papers  and 
deed  are  said  to  be  exhibited  with  the  bill.  This  is  the  entire 
description  in  the  bill  of  the  inception  of  title  to  the  lands  by  Wig- 
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gins.  With  the  bill,  no  exhibits  are,  however,  transcribed  into  the 
record,  and  we  are  consequently  uniformed  as  to  the  contents  or 
character  of  the  conveyance  from  McKnight  and  Brady  to  Wiggins, 
and  from  Pigot's  legal  representatives,  either  in  point  of  date,  or 
description  of  land.  The  act  of  1819  declares,  that  the  ferry  shall 
be  run  from  lands  at  the  place  named  in  the  act,  that  may  belong 
to  him"  (Wiggins). 

The  question  here,  in  construing  the  first  section  of  the  act  of 
1819.  naturally  arises.  Did  the  grant  to  Wiggins  require  that  he 
should  be  the  owner  of  the  land  at  the  passage  of  the  act,  or  of 
such  as  he  might  subsequently  purchase,  before  the  period  of  the 
forfeiture  of  the  grant  ?  If  the  word  "  may,  "  as  understood  in  legal 
parlance,  he  rendered  shall,  it  is  apparent  that  Wiggins,  by  the 
facts  disclosed  by  the  complainants,  in  their  bill,  had  no  land  at  the 
place  designated  in  the  law  of  1819,  at  the  time  of  the  passage 
thereof;  and  consequently  he  had  no  estate  in  the  lands  upon  which 
the  grant  could  operate;  and  the  act  was  necessarily  nugatory  in 
its  character,  and  was  altogether  inoperative  in  its  effect. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  grant  be  construed  to  operate  on  lands 
which  Wiggins  might  acquire  subsequently  to  the  passage  of  the 
act,  and  before  the  time  limited  for  the  commencement  of  the  ferry, 
it  is  equally  clear,  that  the  acquisition  of  the  lands  by  Wiggins, 
through  the  purchase  of  Julie  Jarrot,  was  upwards  of  one  year  and 
ten  months  after  the  time  limited  for  the  erection  of  the  ferry,  and 
consequently  the  grant  could  not  attach,  or  act  on  the  lands  thus 
acquired.  As  to  the  period  of  acquisition  of  the  piece  in  the  center 
of  the  tract,  represented  to  be  a  portion  of  the  tract  acquired  from 
Jarrot,  nothing  is  diclosed  in  the  bill,  which  affords  any  certainty 
as  to  time;  the  omission  to  transcribe  into  the  record,  the  exhibits 
referred  to  in  the  bill,  precludes  the  possibility  of  learning  when  the 
title  was  acquired.  The  allegation  in  the  bill,  that  Wiggins  acquired 
the  title  to  this  portion  of  the  land,  several  years  before  the  date  of 
the  deed  from  Julie  Jarrot,  is  so  manifestly  uncertain,  that  no  evi- 
dence is  afforded  by  the  statement  that  the  title  was  acquired  before 
the  2nd  day  of  September,  1820. 

The  vague  and  indefinite  characteer  of  the  allegations,  affords, 
then,  no  evidence  that  Wiggins  was,  at  any  time  before  the  2d  of 
September,  1820,  the  owner  of  the  lands  near  the  town  of  Illinois, 
in  the  State  of  Illinois,  contemplated  in  the  act  of  1819,  and  from 
which  the  ferry  was  to  be  put  in  operation.  It  may  be  said  the 
demurrer  admits  all  the  allegations  of  the  bill  to  be  true,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  complainants'  title  to  the  land  cannot  be  questioned. 
It  is  certainly  true,  the  demurrer  admits  all  that  is  well  stated  or 
pleaded,  but  it  surely  cannot  supply  defects  in  substance,  or  cure  a 
defective  title,  nor  yet  establish  one  defectively  set  forth, (a)  It  is  too 
obvious  to  doubt  that  the  title  acquired  in  1822,  could  not  even  aid 

(a)  Stow  V.  Russell,  36  111.  R.,  29 ;  Newell  v.  Bureau  Co.,  37  111.  R.,  256. 
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the  acquisition  of  the  privileges  conferred  by  the  grant,  much  less 
be  the  foundation  on  which  the  grant  was  to  operate,  and  vest  the 
privileges  named  in«the  law,  because  of  the  posterior  period  of  its 
inception ;  and  equally  so,  is  the  effect  following  from  the  want  of 
the  clear  ascertainment  of  the  title  to  the  other  portion  of  the  land, 
on  which  it  is  alleged  the  ferry  was  first  established. 

The  conclusion  seems,  then,  very  certain,  that  Wiggins  was  not 
the  owner  of  any  lands,  within  the  time  required  -by  the  act  of 
1819,  to  be  possessed  by  him,  upon  which  the  grant  could  operate  ; 
and  upon  this  ground  alone,  the  injunction  might  have  been  dis- 
solved, and  the  bill  dismissed. 

Other  questions  of  grave  import,  involving  the  constitional 
character  of  laws  connected  with  the  case,  have  been  raised,  and 
elaborately  and  ably  discussed,  upon  which  it  does  not  become 
necessary  for  this  Court  to  express  an  opinion,  in  order  to  the 
decision  of  the  cause.  It  would,  perhaps,  be  injudicious  to  express 
an  opinion  on  these  points,  at  this  time,  when  it  is  not  absolutely 
necessary ;  but  more  especialy  so,  as  the  questions  raised  involve 
an  enquiry  into  the  extent  and  rightful  exercise  of  legislative  action 
by  the  General  Assembly  of  this  State,  which  it  is  supposed  may 
arise,  in  at  least  another  cause  now  pending  in  this  Court,  between 
the  same  parties. 

I  am  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  given,  that  the  judgment  should 
be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Since  the  delivery  of  the  foregoing  opinion,  the  exhibits  referred 
to  in  the  opinion,  and  exhibited  with  the  bill  in  the  Circuit  Court, 
have,  by  the  mutual  consent  of  counsel  been  filed  here.  On 
an  inspection  thereof,  and  the  deed  of  McKnight  and  Brady,  par- 
ticularly, it  does  not  appear  that  any  new  fact  is  shown  to  induce  a 
change  of  my  opinion.  The  title  is  shown,  by  the  exhibits,  to  be 
most  clearly  defective,  and  all  doubt  is  removed  thereon. 

Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  Lockwood  and  Browne,  Justices. 

We  concur  in  the  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court 
must  be  affirmed,  on  the  ground  that  the  bill  does  not  set  out  with 
clearness  and  certainty,  that  Samuel  Wiggins  owned  any  land  on 
the  waters  of  the  Mississippi  river,  near  the  town  of  Illinois,  on  the 
2d  of  March,  1818,  or  withm  eighteen  months  thereafter,  on  which 
the  grant  of  the  legislature  could  operate;  and  because  it  is  not 
appear,  with  certainty,  that  Samuel  Wiggins  owned  any  land  on  the 
Mississippi  river,  on  the  6th  of  February,  1821,  to  which  the  forty 
before  that  time  established  by  said  Wiggins  could  be  removed,  in 
pursuance  of  the  act  passed  on  the  6th  of  February,  1821. 

Decree  affirmed. 
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MONDAY,  FEBRUARY  22d,  1841.  THE  NEW  JUDGES  T.OOK  THEIR   SEATS 
UPON  THE  BENCH. 

PRESENT: 

Hon.  William  Wilson,  Chief  Justice. 
.    Hon.  Samuel  D.  Lockwood,  Associate  Justice. 
Hon.  Theophilus  W.  Smith,  Associate  Justice. 
Hon.  Thomas  C.  Browne,  Associate  Justice. 
Hon.  Sidney  Breese,  Associate  Justice. 
Hon.  Thomas  Ford,  Associate  Justice. 
Hon.  Walter  B.  Scates,  Associate  Justice. 
Hon.  Samuel  H.  Treat,  Associate  Justice.(l) 

(1)  The  Hon.  Stephen  A.  Douglass  did  not  take  his  seat  upon  the  bench  until  the  last 
day  of  the  term. 


James  M.  Duncan,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Isaac  McAffee, 
defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Fayette. 

A  suit  by  petition  and  summons  will  lie  upon  a  note  under  seal ;  and  such  note  is  cor- 
rectly described  in  the  petition  as  a  bona. 

The  description  of  a  defendant,  in  a  suit  by  petition  and  summons,  as  "J.  M.  Duncan, 
alias  James  M.  Duncan,"  is  sufficient. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  thQ  October  term, 
1839,  before  the  Hon.  Sidney  Breese.  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  plaintitf  The  defendant  brought  the  cause  to  this  Court 
by  writ  of  error. 

F.  Foreman,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

0.  Peters  and  J.  S.  Greathouse,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Breese,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 
The  record  in  this  cause  shows  an  action  of  debt  commenced  in 
the  Circuit  Court  of  Fayette  county,  at  the  October  term,  1839, 
by  petition  and  summons,  on  an  instrument  in  writing  in  the  fol- 
lowing form : 

"$200.  Six  months  after  date  I  promise  to  pay  John  S.  Great- 
house  or  order,  two  hundred  dollars,  and  interest  at  the  rate  of  12 
per  centum  per  annum,  after  due,  for  value  received  of  him. 
Witness  my  hand  and  seal  this  17th  day  of  January,  1839. 

J.  M.  DUNCAN,  [seal.]" 

And  on  which  is  the  following  endorsement,  "  I  assign  the  within 
note  to  Isaac  AIcAflee,  for  value  received  of  him,  this  1st  dav  of 
July,  1839.  J.  S.  GREATHOUSE." 


\ 
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A  motion  was  submitted  to  tbe  Court  below  to  quasla  the  sum- 
mons ;  but  for  what  cause  the  record  does  not  show.  This 
motion  was  disallowed ;  and  thereupon  the  defendant,  by  his  coun- 
sel, interposed  a  special  demurrer  to  the  petition^  assigning  as  cause 
of  demurrer,  "  that  the  said  James  M.  Duncan  is  declared  against 
therein  by  the  name  of  J.  M.  Duncan,  alias  James  M.  Duncan." 
The  Court  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  below,  on  the  demurrer, 
for  his  debt  and  damages,  to  be  assessed  by  the  clerk ;  to  reverse 
which  this  writ  of  error  is  prosecuted,  and  it  is  assigned  for  error, 
First,  That  the  writ  issued  in  the  cause  had  not  the  seal  of  the 
Court  attached  thereto,  and  that  the  motion  to  quash  should  have 
been  allowed ; 

Secondly,  That  it  is  uncertain,  from  the  petition  and  summons, 
against  whom  the  writ  issued,  and  upon  whom  it  should  be  served ; 
and 

Thirdly,  That.the  instrument  set  forth  in  the  petition  and  sum- 
mons is  not  a  bond  or  note,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and 
suit  cannot  be  instituted  upon  it,  under  the  act  of  the  legislature. 

The  Court  is  of  opinion  that  neither  of  the  errors  are  well 
assigned.  The  proceedings  are  substantially  in  the  form  prescribed 
by  the  ^^Act  simplifying  Proceedings  at  Law  for  the  Collection  of 
Debts^\l) 

The  first  assignment  of  error  was  doubtless  predicated  upon  the 
omission  of  the  clerk,  in  making  up  the  record,  to  denote,  by  the 
usual  marks,  the  place  of  the  seal  to  the  summons.  This  having 
been  suggested  by  the  defendant  in  error,  as  diminution  of  the 
record,  a  certiorari  was  awarded  to  bring  up  a  perfect  record,  and 
from  an  inspection  of  that,  it  appears  that  a  seal  was  affixed  to  the 
original  summons. 

As  to  the  second  assignment  of  error,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
averments  in  the  petition  are  sufficiently  technical  and  appropriate, 
to  make  certain  the  person  who  is  to  be  called  upon  to  defend  the 
action.  In  describing  the  manner  in  which  the  bond  was  made,  it 
might  be  more  technical  to  allege  that  the  defendant  made  it  by 
the  name,  contraction,  and  abbreviation  of  J.  M.  Duncan,  but  the 
term  alius,  as  used,  is  equally  well  understood,  and  cannot  be  con- 
sidered such  a  departure  from  correct  pleading  as  to  warrant  a 
reversal  of  the  judgment. 

The  third  and  last  error  assigned  goes  to  the  instrument  itself, 
as  being  one  not  of  the  description  enumerated  in  the  statute. 
There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  ground  for  this  objection.  The 
instrument  has  all  the  characteristics  of  a  bond  for  the  payment  of 
money,  and  is  in  the  usual  form  of  such  writings.  The  record, 
therefore,  showing  no  such  errors  as  are  assigned,  the  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(1)  R.  L.  497  ;  Gale's  Stat.,  538. 
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Uriah  Raplee,  ajopellant,  v.  Thomas  Morgan,  appellee. 
Appeal  from  Scott. 

In  an  action  by  tlie  assignee  against  the  assignor  of  a  promissory  note,  it  is  not  necessary 
for  the  plaintiff  to  show  a  judgment  against  tlie  niAker,  to  lay  a. foundation  for  the 
introduction  in  evidence  of  an  execution  issued  thereon.  The  assignor  is  a  privy  in 
interest  with  the  assignee,  in  the  proceedings  to  enforce  payment  of  the  maker. 

In  an  action  by  the  assignee  against  the  assiunor  of  a  promissory  note,  upon  tlie  ground 
that  diligence  by  suit  has  been  used  against  the  maker,  the  return  of  nulla  bona  upon      a 
an  execution  against  the  maker,  is  evidence  of  his  insolvency.    But  in  order  to  charge    J"-^ 
the  assignor,  it  is  also  necessary  to  show  that  suit  was  instituted  against  the  maker,    ' 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  tlie  debt  became  due,  or  the  assignment  was  made.  .„_^ 

Where  the  record  in  such  case  showed  that  suit  was  commenced  within  three  days  after         ^\ 
the  note  fell  due,  and  that  the  assignee  duly  issued  execution  to  a  constable  upon  the  ( 

judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  on  the  note,  which  was  returned  nulla 
6o/tffl  within  thirty-seven  days ;  and  thereupon  a  transcript  of  the  judgment  was  filed 
in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  county,  and  execution  issued 
thereon  to  the  sheriff,  which  was  also  returned  nulla  bona:  i/eZd,  that  due  diligence 
was  shown. 

Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  insolvency  of  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note. 
So,  also,  is  the  admission  of  that  fact  by  the  assignor. 

It  is  a  well  settled  principle,  that  the  bona  Jide  purchase  of  a  note,  in  a  fair  course  of 
trade,  at  a  greater  discount  than  the  rate  of  interest  allowed  by  law,  is  not  usurious, 
where  the  original  consideration  was  not  tainted  with  usury. 

Courts  are  not  allowed,  by  settled  principles  of  law,  to  enlarge,  by  construction,  the 
^r-     provisions  of  a  penal  statute.       ' 

S^    In  an  action  by  the  assignee  against  the  assignor  of  a  promissory  note,  the  measure  of 
damages  is  the  amouut  paid  for  the  note  by  the  assignee. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  October  terra, 
1839,  before  the  Hon.  Samuel  H.  Treat.  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff  in  that  Court  for  $48  and  costs.  The  defendant 
appealed  to  this  Court. 

M.  McCoNNEL  and  J.  A.  McDougall,  for  the  appellant. 

J.  Lamborn,  for  the  appellee. 

ScATES,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court :(1) 

This  was  an  action  of  dehi  brought  bj  the  appellee  against  the 
appellant,  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  upon  an  assignment  of  a 
promissory  note  for  $62.51,  and  taken  by  appeal  into  the  Circuit 
Court. 

Upon  the  trial  the  plaintiff  below  offered  in  evidence  the  note 
and  assignment  from  Eaplee  to  him,  also  a  summons  issued  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace  of  Scott  county,  at  his  suit,  against  one  S.  J. 
Lowe,  the  maker  of  said  note.  He  also  offered  in  evidence  an 
execution  against  said  Lowe,  and  the  constable's  return  of  nulla 
bona  thereon. 

He  likewise  offered  in   evidence  another   execution   from  the 

(\\  Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  was  not  present  on  the  argument  of  this  cause. 

Vol.  II.  n 
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Scott  Circuit  Court,  upon  a  transcript  of  the  judgment  of  the 
justice  against  said  Lowe,  and  a  return  by  the  sherifi'  upon  it,  "  no 
property  found." 

He  proved,  by  the  constable  in  whose  hands  the  first  execution 
had  been  placed,  that  he  had  searched  three  times  for  property; 
that  Raplee  told  him  he  believed  Lowe  had  no  personalty,  and 
advised  him  to  return  the  execution,  that  another  might  issue  from 
the  Circuit  Court,  to  be  levied  upon  land  which  Lowe  said  be 
owned.  To  all  which  the  defendant  below  objected,  and  moved 
the  Court  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  whieh  the  Court  refused,  and  to 
which  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  defendant  proved  that  the  consideration  of  the  assignment 
paid  him  by  Morgan  was  $46  or  $48,  and  thereupon  moved  the 
Court  for  judgment  for  threefold  the  amount  of  the  difference 
between  the  sum  so  paid,  and  the  amount  due  upon  the  note ; 
which  was  disallowed  by  the  Court,  and  judgment  rendered  for  $48. 

The  appellant  assigns  for  error. 

First.  The  admission  of  the  execution  in  evidence  without  first 
showing  the  judgment  upon  which  it  issued; 

Secondly.  The  refusal  to  enter  a  nonsuit ; 

Thirdly.  The  inadmissibilit}^  of  the  return  upon  the  execution, 
to  show  due  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  appellee ; 

Fourthly,  The  improper  admission  of  the  testimony  of  the 
constable ; 

Fifthly.  The  opinion  of  the  Court  in  refusing  to  render  judg- 
ment for  threefold  the  amount  alleged  to  have  been  taken  as  usury, 
is  assigned  for  error ;  and 

Lastly.  All  the  decisions  of  the  Court  in  the  cause  are  assigned 
as  error. 

The  Court  is  of  opinion  that  the  first  error  is  not  well  assigned. 
The  appellant  was  a  privy  in  interest  in  the  suit  instituted  by  the 
appellee  against  Lowe,  the  maker  of  the  promissory  note,  and  would 
have  been  concluded  by  a  recovery  by  the  defendant  in  that  suit. 

It  is  a  well  settled  principle,  that  parties  and  privies  in  interest, 
are  concluded  by  a  judgment. (1)  In  an  action,  therefore,  by  the 
appellee  against  the  appellant,  upon  his  legal  responsibility,  arising 
out  of  the  very  assignment  by  which  the  appellee  acquired  a  right, 
under  the  statute,  to  sue  the  maker  of  the  note,  we  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that  it  was  not  necessary  to  show  the  judgment  to  which  he  was 
privy,  to  lay  a  foundation  for  the  introduction  in  evidence  of  an 
execution  issued  thereon.  As  between  either  of  the  parties  thereto 
and  third  persons,  such  evidence  would  be  indispensable ;  and 
between  third  persons  or  strangers  to  the  record,  the  like  rule  pre- 
vails, with  the  exception  of  officers  who  justify  under  such  process, 
against  actions  of  trespass  for  alleged  injuries  arising  from  their 
official  acts. 

(1)  See  11  Petersdorff's  Com.  L.,  705,  aud  autborities  there  condensed. 
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If  the  premises  and  corollary  be  correct,  the  Court  correctly 
refused  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  which  is  assigned  as  the  second  error. 

The  third  error  assigned  questions,  the  admissibility  and  suffi- 
ciency of  the  evinence,  by  a  return  of  nulla  bona  on  the  executions, 
to  establish  due  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  assignee,  in  pursuing 
the  debtor  to  insolvency. 

Where  diligence,  by  suit,  is  shown  to  fix  the  assignor's  liability, 
such  a  return  is  a  very  necessary  part  of  the  plaintiff''s  proof.  But 
it  is  also  necessary  to  show  that  suit  was  instituted  within  a  rea- 
sonable time  after  the  the  debt  became  due,  or  assignment  made; 
and  which,  by  the  record  in  this  cause,  appears  to  have  been  done 
within  three  days  after  the  debt  became  due.  The  assignee 
appears  still  further  to  have  diligently  pursued  his  legal  remedy,  by 
issuing  two  executions,  under  which  all  the  debtor's  personalty 
and  realty  might  have  been  sold,  had  he  possessed  any  within  the 
county. 

The  truth  of  the  officer's  return  was  not  questioned  on  the  trial. 

In  the  case  of  Cowles  and  Krum  v.  Litchfield,  decided  at  this 
term,(l)  this  Court  has  established  the  principle  that  such  a  return 
is  evidence  of  the  defendant's  insolvency.  Further,  to  prosecute 
the  remedy,  would  but  accumulate  costs;  and  the  case  would  fall 
within  the  last  point  resolved  in  the  case  of  Thompson  v.  Arm- 
strong. (2.) 

Upon  the  fourth  error  assigned,  we  can  perceive  no  principle  of 
law  which  would  exclude  parol  evidence  to.  establish  the  fact 
of  insolvency ;  or  the  admission  of  the  appellant,  that  Lowe  had 
no  property  subject  to  the  execution  issued  by  the  justice,(i) 

The  fifth  and  last  error,  that  it  is  necessary  to  notice,  questions 
the  correctness  of  the  opinion  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  refusing  to 
apply  the  provisions  of  section  3,  of  ^^  An  Actio  regulate  the  Interest 
of  Money, ^'{^)  to  the  facts  in  this  case.  The  Court  is  not  disposed, 
nor  allowed,  by  settled  principles  of  law,  to  enlarge,  by  construc- 
tion, the  provisions  of  a  penal  statute.  It  is  not  shown,  in  this  case, 
that  the  original  consideration,  between  the  promisor  and  payee, 
was  usurious;  in  the  absence  of  proof,  the  Court  will  not  presume 
it.  The  defendant  here,  having,  in  a  fiiir  course  of  trade,  discounted 
this  note  at  a  higher  rate  of  interest  than  allowed  by  law,  it  is  con- 
tended, has  contaminated  it  with  usury.  By  the  construction  given 
similar  statutes  by  the  courts  of  the  several  States,  the  United 
States,  and  England,  it  is  a  well  settled  principle  that  such  sale 
and  purchase  of  a  note  bona  fide,  in  a  fair  course  of  trade,  is  not 
usurious,  where  the  original  consideration  was  fair,  legal,  and 
not  tainted  with  usury.(4)(«) 

On  a  question  so  plain  and  well  settled,  it  is  useless  to  multiply 

[\)  Ante,Z^Q.  (2)  Breese,  21.  (3)  R.  L.,  349 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  313. 

(4)   13  Peters,  315  ;  15  Joliiis.,  44,  1()2,  355,  and  authorities  there  cited. 

(«)  Coriran  v.  Frew.  39  111.  R.,  39. 

'b)  Humphries  v  Collier,  Beecher's  Breese  R.,  297. 
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authorities.     The  Court  below  very  correctly  reduced  the  amount 
of  the  judgment  to  the  sura  actually  paid  by  the  appellee.(l)    The 
judgment  of  the  Court  below  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 
Judgment  affirmed. 

(1)  15  Johns.,  44. 


Jacob  Vandyke,  appellent,  v.  Edwaed  M.  Daley, 

appellee. 

Appeal  frotn  Jersey. 

Where  a  writ  of  certiorari,  returnable  to  the  next  term,  ■was  awarded  to  the  Court  below, 
to  send  up  a  copy  of  an  appeal  bond,  and  the  appellent  showed,  by  affidavit,  that  a  copy 
of  such  bond,  duly  certified,  was  on  the  files  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  moved  to  set 
aside  the  continuance  of  the  cause,  the  Court  overruled  the  motion,  because  no  order 
for  a  continuance  had  been  entered ;  but  sustained  a  motion  to  supersede  the  writ  of 
certiorari, 

Claek  H.  Goodrich,  for  the'  appellee,  moved  to  set  aside  the 
continuance  in  this  cause. 

Breese,  Justice': 

The  Court  is  of  opinion  that  the  appellee  has  misconceived  the 
course  proper  to  be  taken  to  effect  the  object  he  has  in  view. 
The  record  does  not  show  any  continuance  of  the  cause  any 
further  than  the  awarding  of  a  certiorari^  returnable  to  the  next 
term,  can  be  understood  so  to  operate. 

The  certiorari  was  awarded  upon  the  affidavit  of  the  appellant's 
counsel,  the  appellee  having  no  counsel  in  Court,  setting  forth  that 
a  copy  of  the  appeal  bond  had  not  been  sent  up,  and  that  the 
record  was  thereby  diminished.  At  this  term  of  the  Court,  the 
appellee  shows,  by  affidavit,  that  such  a  bond  was  on  file  early  in 
the  term,  and  presents  to  the  Court  a  certified  copy  thereof,  as  the 
statute  requires.  Had  this  fact  been  known,  the  certiorari  would 
not  have  been  awarded ;  and,  as  the  object  of  it  is  now  accom- 
plished, the  order  granting  the  same  would  be  superseded  upon  a 
motion  to  that  effect. 

The  present  motion  is  therefore  disallowed.  » 

Motion  disalloiced. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellee  now  entered  a  motion  to  supersede 
the  certiorari^  which  was  granted. 
C&rtiorari  superseded. 
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John  Jackson,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  William  H.  Haskell, 
defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Peoria. 

A  blank  endorsement  upon  a  promissiory  note  is  under  the  control  of  tbe  assignee,  and 
may  be  filled  up  with  his  name,  before  or  at  the  trial  of  a  suit  upon  the  note. 

In  an  action  of  debt,  by  petition  and  suQimons,  it  is  error  to  render  verdict  and  judgment 
for  damages. 

S.  T.  Logan,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

O.  Petees,  and  Jacob  GtALE,  for  tlie  defendant  in  error. 

Breese,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

This  is  an  action  commenced  by  peiition  and  summons^  hj 
Haskell  against  Jackson.  The  petition  describes  a  note  executed 
by  Jackson  to  one  Z.  Phillips,  and  alleges,  "on  which  note  are  the 
following  assignments,"  to  wit:  "Zachariah  Phillips,"  "Onslow 
Peters,"  and  concludes  with  a  prayer  of  judgment  for  his  debt  and 
damages,  &c. 

The  summons  is  in  debt,  and  a  issue  was  made  up  on  the  plea 
o^  nil  debet,  which,  by  consent,  was  tried  by  the  Court  without  a 
jury.  The  Court  "find  the  issue  for  the  plaintiff,  and  assess  the 
damages  by  reason  of  the  premises,  to  two  hundred  and  fifty  dol- 
lars," and  judgment  accordingly,  for  the  damages  so  assessed. 

The  assignment  of  errors  questions  first,,  the  correctness  of  the 
judgment,  it  being  in  damages,  when  it  should  have  been  in  debt, 
and  secondly,  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  below  to  recover,  the  note 
being  endorsed  in  blank  only. 

The  second  error  assigned  has  been  repeatedly  held  to  be  none. 

The  note  is  in  the  power  of  the  assignee,  and  under  his  control, 
and  before  or  upon  trial,  the  blank  can  be  filled  up  with  his  name. 

The  first  error  is  well  assigned.  The  proceedings  are  in  debt, 
and  consequently  a  verdict  and  judgment  in  damages,  as  in  this 
case,  is  erroneous.  (2  ) 

This  error,  although  manifestly  the  result  of  inadvertence,  is 
sufficient  to  reverse  the  judgment,  which  is  done  accordingly,  with 
costs,  and  the  cause  remanded,  with  instructions  to  set  aside  the 
judgment,  and  award  a  venire  de  novo. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(1)  Bayley  on  Bills,  104  ;  Gillham  v.  State  Bank  of  Illinois,  Ante,  245. 

(2)  Jones  v.  Lloyd  et  al.,  Breese,  174. 
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The  People  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  ex  relatione 
James  M.  Duncan,  Clerk  of  tlie  Supreme  Court,  v. 
John  G.  MgHatton,  Sheriif  of  Schuyler  County. 

Motion  for  Attachment. 

An  order  or  rule  upon  an  oiEcer  to  return  process  should  be  served  by  copy. 

In  this  case  the  relator  produced  the  order  of  the  Court  requir- 
ing the  defendant  to  return  certain  fee  bills  and  executions  for 
costs,  which,  it  appeared  by  affidavit,  had  been  committed  to  him 
for  collection,  and  which  he  had  failed  to  return.  The  return  to 
the  copy  of  the  rule  was  as  follows  : 

"  Served  this  rule,  by  reading,  on  John  Gr.  McHatton,  the  23d 
day  of  January,  1841. 

"  SAMUEL  MASON,  Coroner  of  Schuyler  County  f 

J.  Y.  ScAMMON.  for  the  relator,  moved  that  an  attachment  issue 
against  the  defendant. 

M  McCoNNELL  objected. 

Per  Curiam  : 

The   rule   should   have  been  served  by  copy.     The  return  is 
insufficient.     The  motion  must  be  denied. 
Motion  denied. 


The  People  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  ecc  relatione 
James  M.  Duncan,  Clerk  of  the  Supreme  Court,  v. 
Moses  Hallett,  late  Sheriff  of  Jo  Daviess  County. 

^Lotionfor  Attachment. 

Where  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  an  attachment  should  not  issue  a<!:ainst  an  officer,  for 
neglecting  to  return  process,  was  served  twenty  days  before  the  return  day,  by  leaving 
a  copy  of  the  rule  with  the  officer,  and  he  acknowledged  the  service,  and  was  shown, 
an  attachment  was  awarded  against  him. 

Maech  1,  1841.  On  this  day,  the  relator  produced  the  order 
of  this  Court,  requiring  the  defendant  to  show  cause  why  an 
attachment  should  not  issue  against  him,  for  neglecting  to  return 
certain  fee  bills  and  executions  for  costs,  heretofore  committed  to 
him  for  collection ;  and  a  copy  of  the  order  with  the  following 
return  endorsed  theron. 


SPRINGFIELD.  567 


The  People  v.  Tlie  Auditor. 


"  Served  the  within  upon  Moses  Hallett,  this  5th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1841,  by  his  acknowledging  service,  and  leaving  him  a 
copy  of  the  within. 

"Alexander  Young-,  Sheriff  Jo  Daviess  Countyy 

J.  Young  Scammon,  for  the  relator. 

Per  curiam: 

The  proceedings  seem  to  be  regular.     Let  the  attachment  issue. 

Attachment  awarded.  , 

Note.  See  The  People  v.  Needles,  Ante,  361. 


The  People  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  ex  relatione  John 
Davlin,  v.  The  Auditor  of  Public  Accounts. 

Motion  for  3fandam,us. 

Under  the  statutes  in  relation  to  the  sale  of  school  lands  the  school  commissioner  may  be 
considered  the  legally  constituted  agent,  both  for  the  State  and  the  purchaser,  to  receive 
the  patents,  and  when  they  are  delivered  to  him,  in  compliance  with  the  statute,  the 
title  is  divested  out  of  the  State,  and  becomes  vested  in  the  purchaser. 

Where  lands  were  sold  by  a  school  commissioner  one-fourth  of  the  purchase  money 
being  paid  in  hand,  and  a  credit  of  one,  two  and  three  years  given  on  the  balance,  and 
certilicates  delivered  to  the  purchasers  containing  a  stipulation  that  upon  the  payment 
of  the  remainder  of  the  purchase  money  patents  should  be  issued  to  the  purchasers: 
Held,  That  the  certificates  could  not  be  understood  as  in  any  manner  affecting  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  1829,  requiring  the  Auditor  to  forward  the  patents  when  he 
received  the  returns  of  the  school  commissioner,  or  as  restraining  him  fi'om  issuing  them 
before  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  credit. 

Where  the  law  authorizing  the  sale  of  school  lands,  on  credit,  required  the  commissioner 
to  take  a  mortgage  upon  the  land  sold,  and  also  personal  security  for  the  payment 
of  the  purchase  money,  the  Court  will  presume  that  tuey  were  taken. 

The  presumption  is  that  a  public  officer  discharges  his  duty,  until  the  contrary  is  shown. 

An  assignee  of  a  certificate  of  the  purchase  of  a  portion  ot"  school  land,  assigned  subse- 
quently to  the  issuing  of  the  patent  to  the  original  purchaser,  and  its  delivery  to  the 
school  commissioner,  is  not  entitled  to  receive  thfe  patent  in  his  own  name,  under  the 
act  of  1837.  That  act  permits  a  patent  to  be  issued  to  the  last  assignee  only  when  a 
patent  has  not  issued  to  the  first  purchaser. 

Seinhle,  That  where  a  patent  has  been  improperly  issued  by  the  Auditor  to  a  person  not 
entitled  to  receive  the  same,  the  Supreme  Court  will  not  compel  the  Auditor,  by  manda- 
mus, to  issue  anotlier. 

A  patent  cannot  be  set  aside  or  vacated,  upon  a  motion  of  mandamus  against  the  Auditor, 
requiring  him  to  issue  another  patent  for  the  same  laud. (a) 

J.  Young  Scammon,  for  the  relator. 

J.  Lamborn,  Attorney-General,  for  the  respondent. 

(a)  Evans  v.  School  Com.,  1  Gil.  R.,  657. 
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Breese,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court : 

On  the  22d  day  of  February  a  motion  was  submitted  by  J.  Y. 
Sciimmon,  on  behalf  of  John  Bavlin,  the  relator,  for  a  rule  upon 
the  Auditor  of  Public  Accounts,  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not 
issue  a  patent  to  the  relator  for  certam  lots  of  school  land  sold  by 
the  school  commissioner  of  Cpok  county.  Notice  having  been 
given  to  the  Auditor,  of  this  motion,  the  attorney,  in  support  of  it, 
presents  the  certificate  of  the  school  commissioner  of  Cook  county 
to  the  Auditor,  showing  that  John  B.  Beaubien  bought  the  lands  in 
question  on  tlie  23d  day  of  October,  183-i,  at  the  sale  of  the  school 
kinds  in  Chicago;  that  since  the  sale  Beaubien  has  sold,  assigned 
and  transferred  all  his  right,  title  and  interest  to  the  relator,  by 
assignment  on  the  back  of  the  certificate  of  purchase  granted  to 
him  ;  that  the  j:'elator  has  paid  up  the  full  amount  of  the  purchase 
money  due  for  the  lots,  and  is  entitled  to  receive  a  patent  for  the 
same  from  the  Grovernor  of  the  State,  under  the  act  of  the  16th  of 
January,  1837.(1)  He  also  exhibits  a  paper  purporting  to  be  the 
original  certificate  of  purchase  of  Beaubien,  showing  the  purchase 
by  him  on  the  23d  of  October,  1834,  and  that  one-fourth  of  the 
purchase  money  was  paid  at  the  time  of  the  same,  and  the  residue 
of  the  payments  to  be  completed  in  one,  two  and  three  years,  after 
which  he  should  be  entitled  to  a  patent.  This  certificate  purports 
to  have  been  assigned  to  the  relator,  by  Beaubien,  on  the  first  day 
of  March,  1839.  He  also  exhibits  the  certificate  of  the  attorney 
of  the  school  fund,  &c.,  dated  Feb.  1,  1841,  showing  that  the 
amounts  due  on  the  original  purchase  have  been  paid  in  full,  but 
by  whom  it  is  not  stated. 

He  further  exhibits  his  own  affidavit,  made  at  the  time  of  suJb- 
mitting  the  motion,  setting  forth  that  he,  as  the  attorney  of  the 
relator,  presented  the  original  certificate  of  purchase  and  assign- 
ment to  the  relator,  to  the  Auditor  of  Public  Accounts,  and 
requested  him  to  issue  a  patent  to  the  relator  for  the  lots  of  land 
mentioned  therein,  which  the  Auditor  refused  to  do,  on  the  ground 
that  the  patent  was  issued  in  1836,  to  Beaubien,  the  original  pur- 
chaser, and  forwarded  to  the  school  commission  of  Cook  county. 
The  affidavit  further  states  that  the  patents  were  issued  without 
any  request  from  the  school  commissioner,  and  that  Beaubien  was 
not  entitled  to  the  same,  nor  did  he  claim  any  title  to  them  ;  that 
he  had  not  paid  for  the  lots,  and  that  the  patents  have  never  been 
delivered  to  him,  but  remain  in  the  office  of  the  school  commis- 
sioner, and  concludes  by  stating  that  at  the  time  of  the  purchase 
of  the  lot  of  land  it  was  not  the  practice  to  issue  patents  until  the 
lots  were  paid  for. 

In  answer  to  the  rule,  the  Auditor  returns  that  his  refusal  to  issue 
the  patent  to  the  relator  is  caused  by  the  fact  that  the  patent  was 
issued  to  the  original  purchaser  before  the  assignment  to  him,  and 

(1)  Acts  of  1837,  153,.  154;  Gale's  Stat.,  156. 
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before  the  passage  of  the  act  of  the  legislature,  authorizing  patents 
to  issue  to  the  assignee  of  such  certificates;  and  that  it  has  been 
forwarded  to  the  school  commissioner  of  Cook  county,  for  fhe 
original  purchaser. 

Upon  this  return,  the  relator  moves  for  a  peremptory  mandamus 
to  compel  the  Auditor  to  issue  the  patent  to  him. 

The  determination  of  this  motion  renders  necessary  an  examina- 
tion into  the  legislation  of  the  State,  on  the  subject  of  the  school 
lands. 

The  first  act  applicable  to  this  case,  is  that  of  the  22d  of  January, 
1829.(1)  The  sixth  section  of  which  provides  that  the  lands  shall 
be  sold  under  the  direction  of  the  school  commissioner,  at  public 
auction  ;  the  seventh,  that  payment  shall  be  made  in  cash,  and  that 
the  commissioner  shall  give  a  certificate  thereof  to  the  purchaser, 
or  a  receipt,  particularly  describing  the  land  by  its  subdivisions, 
the  price  it  sold  for,  and  the  purchaser's  name  and  place  of  resi- 
dence. The  eighth  section  provides  that  the  commissioner  shall 
make,  to  every  regular  term  of  the  County  Commissioners'  Court 
of  bis  county,  a  return,  in  writing,  of  all  the  lands  sold,  the  price, 
quantity,  &c.,  and  the  name  and  residence  of  the  purchaser,  which 
he  shall  record  in  a  book ;  and  the  County  Commissioners  are 
required  to  make  out  and  forward,  every  three  months,  to  the 
Auditor,  a  similar  statement  and  return,  which  shall  be  recorded 
by  the  Auditor,  in  like  manner;  and  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the 
Auditor  to  make  out,  in  the  name  of  the  Governor,  patents  for  the 
lands  sold,  which  shall  vest  in  the  purchaser  the  fee  simple  ;  and 
the  Auditor  is  required,  after  having  made  an  entr.y  of  their  date, 
to  forward  them  to  the  proper  school  commissioner,  to  be  by  him 
delivered  to  the  persons  entitled  them,  on  presentation  and  surren- 
der of  the  original  certificates. 

On  the  12th  of  January,  1833,  an  act  was  passed, (2)  authoriz- 
ing sales  of  school  lands  on  a  credit  of  one,  two  and  three  years, 
the  purchaser  giving  a  mortgage  on  the  land,  and  good  personal 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money,  to  be  approved 
by  the  County  Commissioners'  Court. 

It  will  be  observed,  that  this  law  makes  no  other  change  in  the 
mode  of  disposing  of  the  lands,  and  none  in  the  acts  to  be  per- 
formed by  the  school  commissioner.  Count}''  Commissioners,  and 
Auditor,  so  far  as  vesting  title  in  the  purchaser  is  concerned.  The 
former  act,  in  these  particulars,  is  unchanged,  and  the  duty  of  the 
Auditor,  to  send  the  patents  to  the  school  commissioner,  for 
delivery  to  the  purchasers,  on  the  receipt  of  the  return  from  the 
County  Commissioners,  remaining  the  same. 

By  the  act  of  1833,  a  mortgage  on  the  land  sold,  and  personal 
security,  were  substituted  for  cash ;  and  it  might  be  good  policy 

(1)  Diff.  School  Lawfi,  9,  10.  (-2)  Ibid.,  19. 
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first  to  vest  the  title  by  patent,  in  the  purchaser,  on  which  the 
mortgage,  to  be  given  by  him,  was  to  operate.  The  school  com- 
mis'sioner  may  be  considered  the  legally  constituted  agent  of  both 
parties,  to  receive  the  patents,  and,  by  delivering  them  to  him,  in 
compliance  with  the  act  of  1829,  the  title  was  divested  out  of  the 
State,  and  became  vested  in  the  purchaser. 

The  recital  in  the  certificate  of  purchase,  that  a  patent  would 
issue  on  the  payment  of  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money,  can- 
not be  understood  as  in  any  manner  affecting  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  1829,  requiring  the  Auditor  to  forward  the  patents  when 
he  received  the  returns,  or  as  restraining  him  from  issuing  them 
before  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  credit. 

It  was  as  necessary  that  the  patents  should  issue  upon  a  credit 
sale  as  under  the  cash  system,  as  the  foundation  of  the  mortgage 
the  purchaser  was  required  to  give  on  the  land  as  security  for  the 
purchase  money,  and  as  evidence  of  "  a  sure,  perfect  and  absolute 
title  to  the  land  so  purchased  and  patented." 

That  this  mortgage  was  given,  and  also  personal  security,  will 
be  presumed,  in  favor  of  a  public  officer  whose  duty  it  was  made 
to  receive  them. 

The  patents,  then,  having  been  sent,  in  1836,  to  the  school 
commissioner,  in  obedience  to  the  law,  although  Beaubien  may  not 
.have  received  them,  and  although  they  may  yet  remain  with  that 
officer,  the  State  has  consummated  the  act  of  purchase,  and  parted 
with  her  title,  and  to  the  person  who  then  had  the  undisputed 
interest  in  the  lands.  Assignments  of  these  certificates  were  not 
authorized  until- the  passage  of  the  act  af  January  16th,  1837,  and 
the  relator  acquired  no  interest  until  March,  1839,  consequently  he 
could  not  object  to  the  act  of  the  Auditor  transmitting  the  patents. 

The  last  mentioned  act  permits  a  patent  to  issue  to  the  last 
assignee,  but  that  must  be  understood,  in  cases  when  no  patent  had 
issued  to  the  first  purchaser.  It  would  be  unreasonable  to  sup- 
pose that  the  legislature  intended  to  require  the  Auditor,  after  once 
issuing  a  patent,  to  recall  it ;  give  him  power  to  cancel  it,  efface 
the  record  of  it  from  his  books,  and  issue  another  to  an  assignee. 
Such  a  construction  of  the  act  would  not  be  warranted  by  its 
terms,  obvious  meaning,  and  import. 

But,  conceding  that  the  patent  was  issued  improperly,  and  deliv- 
ered to  the  school  commissioner  before  the  payments  were  completed 
without  any  request  from  the  purchaser,  that  he  did  not  complete 
the  payments  for  the  land,  and  his  assignee  did,  and  leaving  out  of 
view  all  considerations  of  the  interest  of  other  persons  not  before  the 
Court,  which  may  be  affected  by  the  proceeding;  and  admitting 
the  power  of  the  Court  to  award  a  mandamus  to  compel  a  public 
otficer  to  perform  an  act,  which  he  is  required  by  law  to  perform, 
and  about  which  he  has  no  discretion,  the  Court  is  satisfied  that  a 
case  is  not  presented  by  the  papers  and  evidence  before  it,  to  justify 
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any  other  order  than  one  denying  the  motion,  at  the  cost  of  the 
relator.  The  patent  exists ;  the  State  has  parted  with  her  title  by 
issuing  it,  and  it  cannot  be  set  aside  or  vacated  by  a  proceeding  of 
this  kind. 

Motion  denied. 


Murray  McConnel,  impleaded  with  Alfred  W.  Par- 
sons, appellant,  v.  Thomas  Swailes,  appellee. 

A^yjyeal  from  Morgan. 

The  dismissal  of  an  appeal,  or  certorari,  is  equivalent  to  a  regular,  tecbuical  affirmance 
of  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  so  as  to  entitle  the  party  to  claim  a  forfeiture  of 
the  bond,  and  have  his  action  therefor. 

In  entering  up  a  judgment  in  an  action  of  debt,  upon  an  appeal  or  certiorari  bond,  the 
judgment  should  be  for  the  penalty,  tlie  debt,  in  nnmero,  to  be  discharged  by  the  pay- 
ment of  the  damages  actually  assessed,  eitlier  by  the  jury  or  tlie  clerk,  upon  the 
breaches  assigned.  The  execution  issues  for  the  debt  with  the  endorsement  of  the  cleit 
of  the  damages  assessed  ;  and  the  officer  can  collect  only  the  amount  so  asssessed.  It 
is  error  to  enter  up  a  judgment  for  both  the  penalty  and  the  damages. 

Where  a  suit  is  brought  against  several  joint  debtors,  and  all  are  served  with  process, 
judgment  must  be  recovered  against  all  or  none,  imless  one  or  more  of  the  defeniiants 
interpose  a  defense  which  is  personal  to  himself,  such  as  infancy  or  bankruptcy. 

Semb/e,  That  the  obligation  in  an  appeal  bond  is  both  joint  and  several,  and  either  of  the 
obligors  may  be  proceeded  against  separately. 

Where  process  is  served  on  two  defendants,  and  one  demurs  to  the  declaration,  the  other 
making  no  appearance,  and  the  demurrer  is  overruled,  and  damages  assessed  by  the 
clerk  against  the  party  demurring,  and  judgment  is  rendered  thereon  against  him  only, 
the  judgment  will  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  with  directions  to  render  judg- 
ment against  both  defendants. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  ISToveraber 
term,  1839,  before  the  Hon.  William  Thomas. 

M.  McConnel  and  J.  A.  McDougall,  for  the  appellant. 

J.  Lamborn,  for  the  appellee. 

Breese,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  :(1) 
Thomas  Swailes,  the  appellee  in  this  case,  commenced  an  action 
of  debt  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Morgan  county,  at  the  October 
term,  1838,  against  Alfred  W.  Parsons  and  Murray  McConnel, 
"upon  a  bond  executed  by  them,  on  obtaining  a  certiorari,  to  bring 
up  a  judgment  rendered  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  against  Par- 
sons, and  in  favor  of  Swailes. 

The  summons  was  duly  served  upon  both  defendants,  and  the 
declaration,  in  the  usual  form,  assigned  as  a  breach  of  the  condition 
of  the  bond,  the  non-payment  of  the  debt  and  costs,  recovered 

(1)  Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  was  not  present  on  the  argument  of  this  cause. 
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before  the  magistrate,  and  concludes  with  a  prayer  of  damages  laid 
at  twenty-five  dollars.  To  this  declaration  there  was  a  demurrer, 
by  McOonnel  alone,  which  was  sustained,  and  leave  given  to  amend. 
To  the  amended  declaration  a  demurer  was  also  filed  by  the  same 
party,  and  judgment  rendered  thereon  for  the  plaintiff,  against 
McConnel  only,  for  the  debt  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  an 
order  entered  directing  the  clerk  to  assess  the  damages,  which  he 
did,  to  fifty-nine  dollars  and  ninety  six  cents.  The  final  judgment 
is  entered  up  in  the  following  form:  "Therefore  it  is  considered 
and  adjudged  by  the  Court,  that  the  plaintiff  recover  of  the  defend- 
ant McConnel,  his  debt  and  damages  aforesaid,  in  manner  and  form 
aforesaid  assessed,  and  also  his  costs  herein  expended." 

An  appeal  was  prayed  for  and  allowed  from  this  judgment,  and 
the  following  errors  are  assigned,  as  appearing  upon  the  record  : 

The  Court  erred,  First,  In  rendering  judgment  against  McConnel 
alone,  and  not  against  McConnel  and  Parsons,  both  being  sued, 
and  both  being  served  with  process ; 

Secondly,  In  rendering  a  judgment  against  McConnel,  for  one 
hundred  dollars  debt,  and  for  fifty-nine  dollars  and  ninety-six  cents 
damages ; 

Thirdl}'',  In  rendering  the  judgment  in  manner  and  form  as  set 
forth  in  the  record; 

Fourthly,  In  overruling  the  demurrer  of  McConnel  to  the 
amended  declaration  ;  and 

Fifthly,  In  deciding  that  the  dismissal  of  an  appeal,  or  writ  of 
certiorori,  was  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment  in  the  Circuit  Court. 

The  second  and  third  errors  assigned  run  into  each  other,  as  do 
also  the  fourth  and  fifth,  and  will  be  considered  accordingly. 

This  Court  does  not  entertain  a  doubt,  but  that  the  dismissal  of 
an  appeal,  or  certiorari^  is  equivalent  to  a  regular,  technical  affirm- 
ance of  the  judgment,  so  as  to  entitle  the  party  to  claim  a  forfeiture 
of  the  bond,  and  have  his  action  therefor.  The  bond  given  in 
such  case,  is  conditioned  "to  pay  the  debt  and  costs,  in  case  the 
judgment  shall  be  affirmed,  on  the  trial  of  the  appeal. "(1)  What 
is  the  object  of  this  requirement,  and  what  its  meaning  and  inten- 
tion ?  Manifestly  to  secure  the  opposite  party  in  his  debt  and 
costs,  in  case  the  judgment  shall  not  be  reversed  ;  in  case  he  shall 
be,  in  the  Circuit  Court,  the  successful  party.  By  a  dismissal  of 
the  appeal,  either  by  the  Court,  or  by  the  act  of  the  appellant 
himself,  the  appellee  is  the  successful  party;  he  has  not  lost  what 
he  gained  before  the  magistrate.  He  is  placed  in  the  same  situation 
he  occupied  before  the  appeal  was  taken  ;  and  we  see  no  propriety 
in  attributing  to  such  a  judgment  of  dismissal  less  efficacy  than  to 
a  more  formal  and  technical  one  of  affirmance.(rt)  In  this  there 
is  no  error. 

(1)  R.  L.,  395  ;  Gale's  Stat ,  409. 

[a)  YouDK  V.  Mason,  3  Gill.  R.,  58;  Sutlierland  v.  Phelps,  22  111.  R.,  93. 
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As  to  the  second  and  third  errors  assigned,  it  is  manifest,  that 
the  judgment  is  informally  entered,  and  would  in  its  terms,  sub- 
ject the  party  to  the  payment  of  one  hundred  and  fifty-nine  dollars 
and  ninety-six  cents,  instead  of  fifty-nine  dollars  and  ninety-six 
cents,  the  true  amount  of  the  recovery  to  be  collected  by  execu- 
tion. 

In  entering  up  a  judgment  on  a  bond  of  this,  and  of  like  char- 
acter, in  an  action  of  debt,  it  should  be  for  the  debt  in  numero 
the  penalty  to  be  discharged  by  the  payment  of  the  damages 
actually  assessed,  either  by  the  jury  or  the  clerk,  upon  the  breaches 
assigned.  The  execution  issues  for  the  debt,  with  the  endorse- 
ment of  the  clerk,  of  the  damages  assessed,  and  which  amount 
only,  so  endorsed,  the  officer  can  collect/ 1)  (a) 

This  error,  however,  might  be  corrected  in  this  Court,  and  would 
be,  was  it  not  that,  in  the  first  assignment,  an  error  is  pointed  out 
which  has  been  decided  by  this  Court  to  be  fatal. 

In  the  case  of  Kimmel  v.  Shults  et  a/., (2)  it  was  ruled,  that 
where  a  suit  is  brought  against  several  joint  debtors,  and  all  are 
served  with  process,  judgment  must  be  recovered  against  all  or 
none,  unless  one  or  more  of  the  defendants  interpose  a  defence 
which  is  personal  to  himself,  such  as  infancy  or  bankruptcy.(^) 
The  obligation,  in  this  case,  was,  by  force  of  our  statute,  joint  and 
several,  and  the  obligors  might  have  been  proceeded  against  sepa- 
rately, and  the  judgment  against  one  would  have  been  valid. 
They  are,  however,  sued  jointly,  and  judgment  is  rendered  only 
against  one,  although  the  debt  is  the  debt  of  each.  The  same 
point  has  been  ruled  by  this  Court  in  the  case  of  Hoxev  v.  Macou- 
pin County, (3)  decided  at  December  term,  1889,  and  it  is  too  well 
settled  to  be  now  disturded.  It  does  not  appear,  from  the  record, 
that  Parsons  made  any  defense;  judgment  should,  therefore,  have 
been  entered  against  him  by  default. 

For  this  error,  the  judgment  is  reversed,  with  costs,  and  the 
cause  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Morgan  County,  with 
directions  to  render  judgment  against  both  defendants. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note.    See  Russell  et  al.  v.  Hogan  et  al.,  1  Scam.,  552 ;  Teal  v.  Russell  et  al.,  Ante,  321. 

(1)  R.  L.,  490;  Gale's  Stat.,  532.      , 

(•2)  Breese,  128. 

(3)  Ante,  36. 

[a)  Freelan  v.  Board  of,  &c.,  27  111.  R.,  304. 

\b)  But  see  as  to  coverture,  McLean  v.  Griswold,  22  111.  R.,  220. 
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CiiAELES  Bejs-jamix,    plaintiff  in    error,    v.    Maek    W. 
Delahay,  defendant  in  error. 

Error  to  Scott. 

Where  a  written  instrument  upon  which  an  action  is  brought,  is  set  out,  in  licBc  verba,  in 
the  declaration,  it  is  unnecessary  to  file  a  copy  of  the  same  with  the  declaration. 

This  cause  was  beard  in  the  Scott  Circuit  Court,  at  the  Octo- 
ber term,  1839,  before  the  Hon.  Samuel  H.  Treat  and  a  jury. 
Yerdict  and  judgment  were  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for  $1037.87. 
The  defendant  brought  the  cause  to  this  Court  by  writ  of  error. 

J.  LAMBORisr,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

M.  McCojN^nell  and  J.  A.  McDougall,  for  the  defendant  in 
error. 

Treat,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court.(l) 

This  was  an  action  of  covenant  brought  on  a  bond  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money. 

The  bond  is  set  out,  in  hac  verha^  in  both  counts  of  the  decla- 
ration. 

Previous  to  the  trial  in  the  Court  below,  the  defendant  moved 
the  Court  for  a  continuance  of  the  cause,  on  the  ground  that  no 
copy  of  the  bond  sued  on  had  been  filed.  The  motion  was  over- 
ruled, a  trial  had,  and  judgment  rendered  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  now  assigns  for  error  the  decision  of  the  Court 
in  overruling  the  motion  for  a  continuance. 

The  sixth  section  of  the  practice  act  requires  the  plaintiff  to 
file  with  his  declaration  a  copy  of  the  instrument  on  which  suit  is 
brought,  ten  days  before  the  Court  at  which  the  process  is  return- 
able ;  and  in  default  thereof,  the  Court  shall  continue  the  cause,  on 
the  application  of  the  defendant,  at  the  cost  of  the  plaintilf.(2) 

The  object  of  this  requisition  is,  that  the  defendant  may  be 
notified  of  the  particular  demand  sought  to  be  recovered. 

The  Court  is  of  the  opinion,  that  that  object  is  as  fully  attained 
by  a  literal  description  of  the  instrument  in  the  declaration,  as  by 
the  filing  of  a  detached  copy ;  and  that  in  this  case  the  statute  has 
been  substantially  complied  with. 

The  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Judgment  ajjirmed. 

Note.    See  The  People  v.  Pearson,  1  Scam.,  458,  473. 

(1)  Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  was  not  present  on  the  arsfument  of  this  cause. 
(•2)  R.  L.,  488;  Gale's  Stat.,  530. 
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Maek   W.    Delahay,    appellant,   v.   Judson    Clement, 

appellee. 

Appeal  from  Scott. 

Where  an  action  was  commenced  by  petition  and  summons,  and  npon  affidavit  filed,  a 
capias  was  issued  of  the  same  date  as  the  summons,  and  the  summons  and  capias  were 
both  served  on  the  defendant  at  the  same  time  ;  and  upon  motion  of  the  defendant,  the 
capias  was  quashed,  and  thereupon  the  defendant  moved  to  strike  the  cause  from  the 
docket,  which  motion  the  Court  overruled:  Held,  that  the  decision  of  the  Court  was 
correct,  and  that  the  cause  was  properly  pending  in  Court. 

Where  a  demurrer  to  a  plea  in  abatement  is  sustained,  if  the  defendant  files  a  plea  in  bar, 
he  thereby  waives  his  plea  in  abatement. 

In  au  action  against  the  principal,  upon  a  note  made  by  an  agent,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
prove  the  authority  of  the  agent,  or  that  the  note  was  given  for  a  debt  of  the  principal, 
unless  the  denial  of  tlie  execution  of  the  note  is  verified  by  affidavit. 

A  promissory  note  may  be  made  in  proper  person,  by  a  partner  or  agent,  or  when  the  act 
is  subsequently  recognized  and  confirmed,  by  a  third  person  without  previous  authority  ; 
and  when  made  in  either  of  these  ways,  it  is  valid  against  the  person  whose  note  it 
purports  to  be,  and  a  consideration  will  be  presumed,  until  the  contrary  is  made  to 
appear. 

This  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  below,  at  the  October  term, 
1839,  before  the  Hon.  Samuel  H.  Treat.  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff  for  $352.06.  The  defendant  appealed  to  this 
Court. 

M.  McCoNNEL  and  J.  A.  McDougall,  for  the  appellant, 

J.  Lamborn,  for  the  appellee. 

Lord,  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  :(1) 
This  was  an  action  commenced  hy  j^eiiiion  and  summons  in  the 
Scott  Circuit  Court,  on  a  promissory  note  in  the  usual  form,  signed, 
"  Mark  W.  Delahaj  per  E.  B,  Hughes,  agent."  Upon  affidavit 
filed,  a  capias  was  issued  of  the  same  date  as  the  summons,  and 
was  served  on  Delahay  at  the  same  time. 

The  defendant  appeared  in  the  Court  below,  and  moved  to 
quash  the  capias^  which  motion  was  sustained.  He  then  filed  his 
plea  in  abatement,  to  which  Clement  demurred,  and  the  Circuit 
Court  sustained  the  demurrer.  Delahay  then,  by  his  counsel, 
moved  to  strike  the  cause  from  the  docket.  This  motion  the 
Court  overruled.  Upon  the  determination  of  the  demurrer,  the 
defendant  below  filed  several  pleas  in  bar,  upon  which  issues  were 
joined.  The  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury,  and  a  verdict  was  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  below.  It  is  deemed  unnecessary 
to  state  the  effect  of  all  these  pleas,  as  no  question  was  made  in 
relation  to  anv  of  them  but  the  third.  In  this  plea  it  is  alleged 
that  R.   B.    Hughes  executed  the  note  without  authority  from 

(IJ  Wilson,  Chief  Justice,  was  not  present  on  the  argument  of  the  cause. 
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Delahaj;  that  Delahay  had  no  interest  or  concern  in  the  consid- 
eration upon  which  it  was  founded  ;  and  that  although  Hughes  was 
the  general  agent  in  and  about  Delahay's  business,  yet  that  this 
note  was  not  given  in  the  course  of  the  transaction  of  such  business. 

It  is  to  be  also  observed,  that  none  of  the  pleas  in  bar  were  veri- 
fied by  affidavit. 

A  bill  of  exceptions  was  signed,  showing,  that  on  the  trial  of  the 
cause,  Clement  offered  the  note  above  specified  in  evidence  to  the 
jury.  This  was  objected  to  by  Delahay,  unless  the  plaintiff  would 
first  prove  the  agency  of  Hughes,  and  his  authority  to  execute  the 
note  ;  and  also  that  the  same  was  given  for  a  debt  due  by  the  defend- 
ant. The  Circuit  Court  admitted  the  note  without  such  proof,  and 
further  decided  that  the  burden  of  proving  the  issue  upon  the  third 
plea  before  alluded  to,  devolved  on  the  defendant.  Delahay 
appealed  to  this  Couri,  and  now  complains. 

That  the  Circuit  Court  erred :  First,  In  refusing  to  strike  the 
cause  from  the  docket  after  the  capias  had  been  quashed  ; 

Secondly,  In  sustaining  the  plaintiff's  demurrer  to  the  plea  in 
abatement ; 

Thirdly,  In  overruling:  the  objections  of  the  defendant  below, 
to  reading  the  note  as  evidence,  without  first  proving  the  authority 
of  the  pretended  agent  to  sign  the  same ;  and  also  that  the  note 
was  given  for  a  debt  due  by  the  defendant ; 

Fourthly,  In  entering  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  below. 

These  assignments  of  error  v/ill  now  be  considered.  Notwith- 
standing the  capias  which  had,  perhaps,  improvidently  issued,  had 
been  quashed,  yet  as  a  petition  and  summons  had  been  duly  issued 
and  regularly  served  on  the  appellant,  we  consider  that  the  cause 
was  properly  pending  in  Court,  and  ought  not  to  have  been  dis- 
missed on  account  of  the  capias.  This  assignment  of  error,  there- 
fore, is  not  sustained. 

With  regard  to  the  demurrer  to  the  plea  in  abatement,  the 
appellant  is  now  precluded  from  assigning  this  for  error.  Without 
intimating  any  opinion  upon  the  merits  of  the  plea,  we  are  satis- 
fied that  all  error  therein  has  been  waived  by  pleading  over  in  bar. 
In  order  to  put  himself  in  a  situation  to  take  advantage  of  any 
such  supposed  error,  the  appellant  ought  to  have  abided  by  his 
plea.(a) 

The  Circuit  Court  also  decided  correctly,  that  the  note  sued  on 
might  be  given  in  evidence  without  proof  of  the  authority  of  the 
agent,  or  that  the  defendant  below  had  an  interest  or  concern  in 
the  consideration. 

It  has  already  been  observed,*  that  none  of  the  pleas  of  the 
defendant  below  are  verified  by  affidavit.  The  12th  section  of  the 
practice  act,  provides,  that  "no  person  shall  be  permitted  to  deny, 
on  trial,   the  execution  of  any  instrument  of  writing,   whether 

(a)  But  see  3  Scam.  R  ,  202  ;  Weld  v.  Hubbard,  11  111.  R.,  574. 
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sealed  or  not,  upon  which  any  action  may  have  been  brought, 
unless  the  person  so  denying  the  same  shall,  if  defendant,  verify 
his  plea  by  affidavit."(l.) 

It  will  not  be  denied  that  there  are  various  modes  in  which  a 
note  can  be  executed,  so  as  to  make  it  obligatory  on  the  maker. 
It  can  be  done  in  proper  person  by  a  partner  or  agent,  and  when 
the  act  is  subsequently  recognized  and  confirmed,  it  may  be  done 
by  a  third  person  without  previous  authority.(rt^)  A  promissory 
note  made  in  any  of  these  ways,  would  be  properly  executed,  and 
would  be  binding  and  valid  upon  the  person  whose  note  it  pur- 
ported to  be.  The  object  of  the  statute  above  referred  to,  undoubt- 
edly was  to  require  a  probable  ground  of  suspicion  or  belief  first  to 
be  established  before  a  party  who  offers  in  evidence  an  instrument 
in  writing,  which  is  made  the  foundation  of  the  suit,  should  be  put 
to  the  trouble  and  expense  of  procuring  evidence  of  its  execution. 
If  the  note  in  question  had  purported  on  its  face  to  have  been 
signed  by  the  appellant  in  person,  it  would  be  clear  that  he  could 
not  be  permitted  to  deny  it  on  trial,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  require 
proof  of  its-  execution,  in  the  first  instance,  without  plea  properly 
verified.  But  the  question  is,  whether,  as  the  note  purports  on  its 
face  to  have  been  signed  by  an  agent  for  his  principal,  the  case  is 
taken  out  of  the  operation  of  the  foregoing  statute.  We  think 
not.  The  note,  although  appearing  on  its  face  to  be  signed  by 
procuration  of  an  agent,  is,  nevertheless,  prima  facie  the  note  of 
the  principal. (2) 

The  authority  of  the  agent  is  a  material  part  of  the  execution  of 
the  note;  and  if  the  execution  should  be  properly  denied,  such 
authority  would  constitute  an  essential  part  of  the  plaintiff's  proof. 
In  case  of  a^suit  on  a  bond,  the  authority  of  the  agent  would  be 
put  directly  in  issue  by  the  plea  of  non  est  fuctum.  To  require 
proof  of  such  authority,  would  be  to  require  proof  of  the  execution 
of  the  note,  contrary  to  the  provision  of  the  statute  which  dispenses 
with  such  proof,  unless  the  plea  denying  the  same  shall  be  verified 
by  affidavit. 

Here,  also,  a  question  is  raised,  whether  the  Circuit  Court  ought 
not  to  have  compelled  the  plaintiff  below  to  prove  that  the  defend- 
ant was  concerned  or  interested  in  the  consideration  of  the  note. 
In  answer  to  which  we  have  already  stated  that  the  note,  although 
signed  by  an  agent,  purports  on  its  face  to  be  the  note  of  the 
principal.  If  this  be  so,  a  consideration  shall  be  presumed  unti 
the  contrary  shall  be  made  to  appear. 

This  rule  would  devolve  the  burden  of  proving  a  want  of  con 
sideration  upon  the  defendant  below. 

The   next  and  last  error  assigned  is,  that  the  Circuit  Court 

(1)  R.L.,  490;  Gale's  Stat.,  531.  \ 

C-i)  Chit,  on  Bills.  ^ 

{a)  Walter  v.  Trustees,  &c.,  12  111.  R.,  and  note  ;  Gray  v.  Gillilan,  15  111.  R.,  4.54. 
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rendered  judgment  in  favor  of  the  appellee.  As  the  judgment  is 
in  the  usual  form  in  an  action  of  debt,  we  can  perceive  no  error 
therein. 

None  of  the  errors  assigned  can  be  established.  The  judgment 
of  the  Court  below  is  therefore  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.    In  this  case  a  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  entered  and  granted  ;  but  the  above 
opinion  was  not  withdrawn,  but  left  in  the  hands  of  the  Reporter,  to  be  published. (a) 

(a)  See  Delahay  v.  Clement,  3  Scam.  R.,  201. 


End  of  December  Term,  1840. 
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The  act  of  February  4,  1819,(1)  provides,  "That  the  common 
law  of  England,  all  statutes  or  acts  of  the  British  Parliment, 
made  in  aid  of  the  common  law,  prior  to  the  fourth  year  of  the 
reign  of  King  James  the  First,  excepting  the  second  section  of  the 
sixth  chapter  of  xliii.  Elizabeth ;  the  eight  chapter  of  xiii.  Elizabeth 
and  ninth  chapter  of  xxxvii.  Henry  the  Eighth ;  and  which  are  of 
a  general  nature,  and  not  local  to  that  kingdom,  shall  be  the  rule  of 
decision,  and  shall  be  considered  as  of  full  force,  until  repealed 
by  legislative  authority." 

For  the  information  of  those  who  cannot  have  access  to  the 
British  statutes,  I  have  here  inserted,  from  Keble's  Statutes, 
published  at  London,  in  1684,  the  excepted  acts,  which  are  as 
follows : 

"CAP.  VI. 

"  An  Act  for  avoiding  trifling  and   frivolous  Suits  in  law  in  her  Majesties  Courts  in 

Westminister. 

"  II.  And  be  it  further  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  If 
upon  any  action  personal  to  be  brought  in  any  her  Majesties  Courts 
at  Westminister,  and  being  for  any  title  or  interest  of  lands,  nor 
concerning  the  freehold  or  inheritance  of  any  lands,  nor  for  any 
battery,  it  shall  appear  to  the  Judges  for  the  same  Court,  and  so 
signified  or  set  down  by  the  Justices  before  whom  the  same  shall 
be  tried,  that  the  debt  or  damages  to  be  recovered  therein,  in  the 
same  Court,  shall  not  amount  to  the  sum  of  xl.  s.  or  above.  That 
in  every  such  case  the  Judges  and  Justices  before  whom  any 
such  action  shall  be  pursued,  shall  not  award  for  costs  to  the  party 
plaintiff,  any  greater  or  more  costs  then  the  sum  of  the  debt  or 
damages  so  recovered  shall  amount  unto,  but  less  at  their  discre- 
tions. This  Act  to  endure  to  the  end  of  the  first  Session  of  the 
next  Parliament.  3  Car.,  4.  Continued  until  the  end  of  the  first 
Session  of  the  next  Parliament.  Stat.  6  El.  8.  Stat.,  21  Jac.,*16." 
—p.  946. 

(1)  R.  L.,  425 ;  Gale's  Stat.,  440. 
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"  i;AP.  VIII. 

"  An  Act  against  Usury. 

"Whereas  in  the  parliament  holden  the  seven  and  thirtieth 
year  of  the  Reign  of  our  late  Sovereign  Lord  King  Henry  the 
Eight,  of  famous  memory,  there  was  then  made  and  established 
one  good  Act  for  the  reformation  of  Usury :  by  which  Act  the 
vice  of  Usury  was  well  repressed,  and  specially  the  corrupt  che- 
visance  and  bargaining  by  way  of  sale  of  Wares,  and  shifts  of  in- 
terest :  And  where  since  that  time  by  one  other  Act  made  in  the 
fifth  and  sixth  years  of  the  Eeign  of  our  late  Sovereign  Lord 
King  Edward  the  Sixth,  the  said  former  Act  was  repealed,  and 
new  Provisoes  for  repressing  of  Usury  devised  and  enacted  : 
which  said  latter  Act  hath  not  done  so  much  good  as  was  hoped  it 
should,  but  rather  the  said  vice  of  Usury,  and  specially  by  way 
of  sale  of  wares,  and  shifts  of  mterests  hath  much  more  exceed- 
ingly adounded,  to  the  utter  undoing  of  many  Grentlemen,  Mer- 
chants, Occupiers,  and  others,  and  to  the  importable  hurt  of  the 
Commonwealth,  as  well  for  that  in  the  said  latter  Act,  there  is  no 
provision  against  such  corrupt  shifts  and  sales  of  Wares,  as  also 
for  that  there  is  no  difference  of  pain,  forfeiture,  or  punishment 
"upon  the  greater  or  lesser  exactions  and  oppressions,  by  reason  of 
lones  upon  usury  : 

"  IL  Be  it  therefore  enacted,  That  the  said  later  Statute  made 
in  the  fifth  and  sixth  years  of  the  reign  of  King  Edward  ,fhe  Sixth 
and  every  Branch  and  Article  of  the  same,  from  and  after  the  five, 
and  twentieth  day  of  June  next  coming,  shall  be  utterly  abrogated, 
repealed,  and  made  void :  and  that  the  said  Act  made  in  the  seven 
and  thirtieth  year  of  King  Henry  the  Eight,  from  and  after  the 
five  and  twentieth  day  of  June  next  coming,  shall  be  reversed  and 
stand  in  full  force,  strength,  and  affect. 

"IIL  And  be  it  further  enacted.  That  all  Bonds,  contracts, 
and  assuranes,  collateral  or  other,  to  be  made  for  payment  of  any 
principal,  or  money  to  be  lent,  or  covenant  to  be  performed,  upon 
or  for  any  usury  in  lending  or  doing  of  anything  against  the  said 
Act  now  revived,  upon  or  by  which  lone  or  doing  there  shall  be 
reserved  or  taken  above  the  rate  of  x.  1.  for  the  hundred  for  one 
year,  shall  be  utterly  void.      Hob.  72.  1  Bulstr.   17.  2  Bulstr.  34. 

"  IV.  And  be  it  further  enacted,  That  all  Brokers,  Solicitors, 
and  Drivers  of  Bargains  for  Contracts,  or  other  doings  against  the 
said  Statute  now  revived,  whereupon  shall  be  reserved  or  taken 
more  then  after  the  rate  of  ten  pound  for  the  lone  of  one  hundred 
pound  for  a  year,  shall  be  to  all  intents  and  purposes  judged,  pun- 
ished, and  used  as  Counsellors,  Atturneys,  or  Advocates,  in  any 
case  of  Preraunire. 

"  y.  And  forasmuch  as  all  Usury  being  forbidden  by  the  L:iw 
of  God,  is  sin  and  detestable.  Be  it  enacted.  That  all  Usury, 
Lone,  and  forbearing  of  money,  or  giving  days  for  forbearing  of 
Money  by  way  of  Lone,  Chevisance,  Shifts,  Sale  of  Wares,  Con- 
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tracts,  or  other  doings  whatsoever,  for  gain  mentioned  in  the  said 
Statute,  which  is  now  revived,  whereupon  is  reserved  or  taken,  or 
covenanted  to  be  reserved,  payed  or  given  to  the  Lender,  Con- 
tracter,  Shifter,  Forbearer,  or  Deliverer,  above  the  sum  of  ten 
pound  for  the  Lone  or  forbearing  of  a  hundred  pound  for  one  year, 
or  after  that  rate  for  a  more  or  lesser  sum  or  time,  shall  be  from 
the  five  and  twentieth  day  of  June  next  coming  punished  in  form 
following  ;  that  is  to  say,  that  every  such  offender  against  this 
branch  of  this  present  Statute,  shall  forfeit  so  much  as  shall  be  re- 
served by  way  of  Usury  above  the  Principal,  for  any  money  so 
to  be  lent  or  forborn  ;  All  such  forfeitures  to  be  recovered  and 
employed,  as  is  limited  for  forfeitures  by  the  said  former  Statute 
now  revived. 

"VI.  And  be  it  further  enacted.  That  Justices  of  Oyer  and 
Terminer,  and  Justices  of  Assize  in  their  Curcuits,  Justices  of 
Peace  in  their  Sessions,  Mayors,  Sheriffs,  and  Bailiffs  of  Cities 
shall  also  have  full  power  and  authority  to  enquire,  hear,  and  de- 
termine, of  all  and  singular  offences  comraited  against  the  said 
Statute  now  revived. 

"  VIT.  And,  be  it  further  enacted,  That  the  said  Statute  now 
revived,  shall  be  most  largely  and  strongly  construed  for  the  re- 
pressing of  Usury,^against  all  persons  that  shall  offend  against  the 
true  meaning  of  the  said  Statute,  by  any  way  or  device,  directly 
or  indirectly. 

"VIII.  Provided  always,  that  this  Statute  does  not  extend, 
nor  shall  be  expounded  to  extend  unto  any  allowances,  or  pay- 
ments, for  the  finding  of  Orphans,  according  to  the  ancient  rates 
or  customs  of  the  City  of  London,  or  any  other  City,  where  like 
order  is  for  the  custody  of  Orphans  and  their  Goods,  as  in  the 
said  City  of  London. 

"IX.  Provided  always,  and  be  it  further  enacted  by  the  au- 
thority aforesaid.  That  if  any  person,  or  persons,  shall  from  and 
after  the  said  five  and  twentieth  day  of  June,  offend  contrary  to 
the  said  Statute  revived  by  this  present  Act,  made  in  the  seven  and 
thirtieth  year  of  the  Eeign  of  the  said  late  King  Henry  the  Eighth, 
That  then  all  and  every  such  offendor,  and  oflfendors,  shall  and  may 
also  be  punished  and  corrected,  according  to  the  Ecclesiastical 
Laws  heretofore  made  against  Usury:  And  that  all  and  every  per- 
son and  persons  offending  in  Usury,  Shifts,  or  Chevisance,  against 
this  present  Act,  and  not  taking  or  receiving,  but  only  after  the 
rate  of  ten  pounds  in  the  hundred,  or  under,  for  a  year,  shall  be 
onely  punished  by  the  pains  and  forfeitures,  provided  and  appointed 
by  this  Act,  against  such  as  shall  not  take  or  receive  over  and 
above  the  rate  of  ten  pound  in  the  hundred  for  a  year,  and  not 
otherwise.  This  Act  to  continue  and  endure  for  and  during  the 
space  of  five  years  next  after  the  end  of  this  present  Parliament, 
and  from  thence  unto  the  end  of  the  first  Session  of  the  Parlia- 
ment then  next  ensuing. 

"X.  And   be   it  further  enacted   by  the   authority  aforesaid. 
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That  if  this  present  Act  shall  not  be  continued  in  the  first  Session 
of  the  Parliament  next  ensuing  the  said  term  of  five  years,  and 
then  in  the  same  Session  no  other  Statute  or  Provision  made 
against  Usury  or  corrupt  Chevisance,  That  then  all  and  every  the 
Laws  and  Statutes,  repealed  by  this  Act,  shall  remain  and  be  of 
such  like  force  and  effect  as  if  the  present  Act  had  never  been 
had  ne  made.  39  Eliz.,  18,  made  perpeiual.  Dyer,  fo.  364,  366. 
Stat.  31,  El.  5,  21  Jac,  17."— pp.  836,  837. 

"CAP.  IX. 

"  A  Bill  against  Usury. 

"  Where,  before  this  time,  divers  and  sundry  Acts,  Statutes  and 
Laws  have  been  ordained,  had  and  made  within  this  Realm,  for 
the  avoiding  and  punishment  of  Usury,  being  a  thing  unlawful, 
and  of  other  corrupt  bargams,  shifts  and  chevisances,  which  Acts, 
Statutes  and  Laws  been  so  obscure  and  dark  in  sentences,  words 
and  terms,  and  upon  the  same  so  many  doubts,  ambiguities  and 
questions  have  risen  and  grown,  and  the  same  Acts,  and  Statutes, 
and  Laws,  been  of  so  little  force  or  effect,  that,  by  reason  thereof, 
little  or  no  punishment  hath  ensued  to  the  offenders  of  the  same, 
but  rather  hath  encouraged  them  to  use  the  same :  For  reforma- 
tion whereof,  Be  it  enacted  by  the  King  or  Sovereign  Lord,  by 
the  assent  of  the  Lords  Spiritual  and  Temporal,  and  of  the  Com- 
mons in  this  present  Parliament  assembled,  and  by  the  authority 
of  the  same.  That  all  and  every  the  said  Acts,  Statutes  and 
Laws  heretofore  made,  of,  for,  or  concerning  usury,  shifts,  corrupt 
bargains  and  chevisances,  and  every  of  them,  aild  all  pains  for- 
feitures and  penalties  concerning  the  same,  and  every  part  thereof, 
shall  from  henceforth  be  utterly  void  and  of  none  effect  to  all 
intents,  constructions  and  purposes. 

"11.  And  be  it  further  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid. 
That  no  person  or  persons,  of  what  estate,  degree  or  condition 
soever  he  or  they  be,  from  and  after  the  last  day  of  January  next 
coming,  shall  by  himself.  Factor,  Attorney,  Servant  or  Deputy, 
sell  his  Merchandise  or  Wares  to  any  person  or  persons,  and 
within  three  months  next  after  by  himself.  Factor,  or  Attorney, 
Deputy,  or  by  any  other  person  or  persons  to  his  use  and  behoof, 
buy  the  Merchandises  or  Wares,  or  any  part  or  parcel  thereof, 
upon  a  lower  price,  knowing  them  to  be  the  same  Wares  or  Mer- 
chandises that  he  before  did  so  bargain  and  sell  upon  the  pains 
and  forfeitures  hereafter  limited  in  this  Estatute. 

"III.  And  be  it  also  enacted,  by  the  same  authority.  That  no 
person  or  persons,  of  what  estate,  degree,  quality  or  condition 
soever  he  or  they  may  be  at  any  time  after  the  said  last  day  of  Jan- 
uary next  coming,  by  way  or  mean  of  any  corrupt  bargain,  lone, 
eschange,  chevisance,  shift,  interest  of  any  Wares,  Merchandises, 
or  other  thing  or  things  whatsoever,  or  by  any  other  corrupt  or 
deceitful  way  or  mean,  or  by  any  covin,  engin,  or  deceitful  way  or 
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conveyance,  shall  have,  receive,  accept  or  take  in  lucre  or  gains 
for  the  forbearing  or  giving  day  of  payment  of  one  whole  year  of 
and  for  his  or  their  money  or  other  things  that  shall  be  due  for  the 
same  Wares,  Merchandise,  or  other  thing  or  things,  above  the  sum 
of  ten  pound  in  the  hundred,  and  so  after  that  rate,  and  not  above, 
of  and  for  a  more  or  less  sum,  or  for  a  longer  or  shorter  time,  and 
no  more  or  greater  gain  or  sum  thereupon  to  be  had  upon  the 
pains  and  forfeitures  hereafter  in  this  Act  mentioned  and  contained. 

"IV.  And  be  it  further  enacted  by  authority  aforesaid.  That 
if  any  person  or  persons,  at  any  time  after  the  said  last  day  of  Jan- 
uary, do  bargain  and  sell,  or  lay  to  mortgage  by  any  way  or  mean 
any  Manors,  Lands,  Tenements  or  Hereditaments  to  any  person 
or  persons,  upon  condition  of  payment  or  non-payment  of  any  sum 
or  sums  of  money  to  be  had,  payed,  or  made  at  any  day  certain, 
or  before  any  such  day  by  him  shall  so  bargain,  sell  or  lay  to 
mortgage  the  same  Manors,  Lands,  Tenements,  or  Hereditaments, 
that  the  same  person  or  persons,  to  whom  any  such  Manors, 
Lands,  Tenements  or  Hereditaments  shall  be  so  bargained,  sold, 
or- laid  to  mortgage,  shall  not,  by  reason  thereof,  have,  ne  take  in 
lucre  or  gains  of  the  Issues,  Revenues«nd  Profits  of  the  same 
Manors,  Lands,  Tenements,  or  Hereditaments,  above  the  sum  of 
ten  pound  in  the  hundred  for  one  whole  year,  and  so,  after  the  rate 
above  said,  for  a  more  or  lesser  sum,  or  for  a  longer  or  shorter 
time,  and  no  more,  or  otherwise,  upon  the  pains,  forfeitures  and 
penalties  hereafter  in  this  present  Estatute  limited  and  expressed. 

"V.  And  be  it  further  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid.  That 
if  any  person  or  persons,  of  what  estate,  degree,  quality  or  con- 
dition soever  he  or  they  be,  at  any  time  after  the  said  last  day  of 
January  next  coming,  shall  do  any  act  or  acts,  thing  or  things, 
contrary  to  the  tenour,  form  and  effect  of  this  Estatute,  or  of  any 
Clause,  Article  or  Sentence,  contained  in  the  same,  that  then  all 
and  every  offender  and  offenders  therein,  or  in  any  part  thereof, 
shall  forfeit  and  lose  for  every  such  offense  the  treble  value  of  the 
Wares,  Merchandises,  and  other  thing  or  things  so  bargained, 
sold  eschanged  or  shifted,  and  the  treble  value  of  the  Issues  and 
Profits  of  the  said  Manors,  Lands,  Tenements  and  Heredita- 
ments so  had,  taken  or  received  by  reason  of  any  such  bargain, 
sale  or  mortgage,  and  also  shall  have  and  suffer  imprisonment  of 
his  body,  and  make  fine  and  ransom  at  the  King's  will  and  pleas- 
ure: The  moiety  of  which  forfeiture  of  the  said  treble  value  shall 
be  to  the  King,  and  the  other  moiety  to  him  or  them  that  will  sue 
for  the  same  in  any  of  the  King's  Courts,  by  action  of  debt,  bill, 
plaint  or  information,  in  which  action,  bill,  plaint  or  information 
no  wager  of  law,  ession  or  protection  shall  be  admitted  or  allowed. 

"  VI.  Provided  alway,  and  be  it  enacted  by  the  authority 
aforesaid,  that  this  act,  nor  any  thing  therein  contained,  shall  not 
in  any  wise  extend  to  any  lawful  obligation  imposed  with  a  con- 
dition, nor  to  any  statute  or  recognisance  made  and  to  be  made 
for  the  payment  of  a  lesser  sum,  so   that  the  same  obligation, 
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statute  or  recognisance  be  made  for  a  true,  just  and  perfect  debt, 
or  for  the  performance  of  an j  other  true  covenants  made  or  to  be 
made  upon  a  just  and  true  intent  had  between  the  parties,  other 
than  in  cases  of  usury,  interest,  corrupt  bargains,  shift,  or  chevi- 
sance ;  ne  yet  shall  extend  to  any  recovery,  fine,  feoffments, 
releases,  confirmation  or  grant  made  or  to  be  made  upon  condition 
with  a  true  intent,  other  than  to  such  recoveries,  fines,  feoffments, 
releases,  confirmations  and  grant  as  shall  be  made  upon  condition 
extending  to  usury,  interest,  corrupt  bargains,  shifts  or  chevisance : 
any  thing  in  this  statute  contained,  or  any  law,  statute,  or  ordi- 
nance heretofore  had,  used,  or  made,  to  the  contrary  notwithstand- 
ing. Stat.,  5  Ed.,  6,  20;  13  Eliz.,  8;  31  Eliz.,  5 ;  39  Eliz.,  18  ;  21 
Jac,  17."— pp.613,  614. 
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ABATEMENT. 

1.  The  rule,  that  a  plea  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court,  or  in  abate- 
ment, must  be  pleaded  at  the  re- 
turn term  of  the  process,  and  be- 
fore the  party  has  entered  a  full 
appearance  in  the  cause,  has  its 
exceptions.  One  of  these  excep- 
tions is,  where  the  declaration  is 
not  filed  at  the  first  term.  In  that 
case  the  defendant  is  not  bound 
to  plead  either  to  the  jurisdiction 
or  in  abatement,  until  the  plaintiff 
is  in  a  situation  to  call  upon  him 
for     a    plea.      Shepard   v.    Ogden, 

260 

2.  A  mistake  in  the  Christian  name 
of  a  plaintiff  can  be  taken  advan- 
tage of  only  by  plea  in  abate- 
ment. Salisbury  et  al.  v.  Gillett  et 
al,  290 

3.  In  an  action  by  several  plaintiffs, 
the  defendant  cannot  avail  himself 
of  the  fact  of  the  decease  of  one 
of  the  plaintiffs,  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  except  by 
plea  in  abatement.  Camden  at  al. 
V.  Robertson,  508 

4.  Where  a  demurrer  to  a  plea  in 
abatement  is  sustained,  if  the  de- 
fendant files  a  plea  in  bar,  he 
thereby  vi^aives  his  plea  in  abate- 
ment.    Delahay  \.  Clement,       -576 

See    Ejectment,    1,   2;     Pleading, 
31. 

ACKNOWLEDaMENT  OF 

DEEDS. 
_  See  Deeds. 

•    ACTION. 

1.  The  declaration,  in  an  action  of 

trespass  on  the   case,    stated,    that 

Vol.  II.       •  74 


the  plaintiffs  made  a  contract  with 
the  defendant  to  slaughter  and 
dress  for  him  two  hundred  and 
eighty  hogs,  at  the  usual  price  for 
such  labor,  and  to  commence  the 
work  on  a  given  day,  and  that  the 
defendant  agreed  to  furnish  them 
hogs  at  their  slaughter-house, 
on  such  day ;  and  that  the  plain- 
tiffs, on  the  day  mentioned,  under- 
took and  entered  upon  the  fulfill- 
ing of  their  part  of  the  contract, 
by  hiring  laborers,  building  fires, 
raising  steam,  preparing  tools, 
burning  a  large  quantity  of  wood, 
and  making  divers  other  material 
and  expensive  arrangements  to 
perform  their  part  of  the  contract; 
and  that  they  have  been  put  to 
great  expense  and  inconven- 
ience and  damage  in  consequence 
of  the  same.  It  further  alleged, 
that  though  a  notice  and  request 
to  the  defendant  to  furnish  the 
hogs  were  made,  he  did  not  furnish 
the  same,  nor  had  he  paid  the 
plaintiffs  for  their  trouble,  expenses, 
&c.  At  the  end  of  the  declara- 
tion, $200  damages  was  laid.  On 
special  demurrer,  and  on  motion 
in  arrest  of  judgment,  the  declar- 
ation was  held  to  be  good :  Held, 
that  the  decision  was  correct.  JEJl- 
lett  V.  Todd  et  al,  215 

2.  The  cause  of  action  against  a 
principal  debtor  in  favor  of  hia 
surety,  accrues  when  the  surety 
pays  the  debt,  not  before.  Shep- 
ard  V.  Ogden,  260 

3.  The  law  is  well  settled,  that 
where  property  has  been  taken 
tortiously,  and  without  the  assent 
or  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  the   same   has  not  been   con- 
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verted  into  money  or  money's 
worth,  and  there  has  been  no  sub- 
sequent promise  by  the  defendant, 
to  pay  for  the  same,  the  plaintiff 
cannot  waive  the  tort,  and  recover 
the  value  of  the  property  in  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received. 
Morrison  et  al.  v.  Rogers,  318 

4.  If  an  illegal  act  be  done,  the  party 
doing  or  causing  the  illegal  act  to 
be  done,  is  responsible  for  all  conse- 
quences resulting  from  the  act.  Bur- 
ton V.  McCMlan,  437 

5.  No  authority  is  given  by  §  148  of 
the  Criminal  Code,  to  fire  prairies 
in  the  month  of  December ;  and  a 
person  setting  such  fire  is  bound 
to  use  every  possible  diligence  ■ 
to  prevent  injury  to  others;  and 
to  justify  such  an  act  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  compelled  to 
set  a  back  fire  to  protect  his  own 
possessions  from  another  fire,  he 
must  show  the  absolute  necessity 
which  existed,  at  the  time,  for 
such  an  act,  and  that  every  possi- 
ble precaution  was  used  to  prevent 
injury.  The  onus  prohandi,  in 
such  case,  is  with  the  person  set- 
ting" the  fire;  the  person  injured  is 
not  obliged  to  prove  negligence  in 
order  to  sustam  an  action  for  his 
loss.  Ibid. 

6.  An  action  against  D.,  for  money 
had  and  received  to  the  plaintiffs' 
use,  is  not  sustained  by  proof  that 
money  was  received  by  D.  &  G. 
and  others,  under  an  act  of  Con- 
gress, in  payment  of  certain  In- 
dian debts  due  D.  &  G. ;  and  that 
the  plaintiff  and  D.  &  G.  weie 
members  of  a  firm  engaged  in  the 
Indian  trade,  and  had  outstanding 
Indian  debts.  Davenport  v.  Gear 
et  al,  498 

See  Bank  ;  Corporation  ;  Ficti- 
tious Cause  ;  License  ;  Me- 
chanic's Lien;  Mill  and  Mill 
Dam  ;  Minor  ;  Partnership  ; 
Pedler  ;  Promissory  Note,  8,  9, 
10,  11,  21,  28,  29,  30;  Tres- 
pass. 

ADMINISTRATOR   AND   EXE- 
CUTOR. 

1.  In  an  action  in  the  Circuit  Court 
by  an  administrator,  unless  the 
defendant  interposes  a  plea  that 
the  plaintiff    is   not  administrator, 


the  plaintiff's  right  to  sue  in  that 
character  is  admitted.  In  actions 
before  justices  of  the  peace,  the 
proceedings  are  all  ore  tenus ;  and 
consequently  the  plaintiff,  if  an 
administrator,  is  not  required  to 
prove  that  he  is  entitled  to  sue  in 
that  character,  unless  it  is  objected 
on  the  trial,  that  he  is  not  adminis- 
trator.    Ballanee   v.    Frisly,    et   al., 

65 
See  Judgment,  7,  8. 

ADMISSION. 

See  Covenant,  1,  4;  Evidence, 
5 ;  Partnership,  2,  5 ;  Prom- 
issory Note  ;  Use  and  Occupa- 
tion. 

AFFIDAVIT. 

See  Attachment,  6 ;  Bill  of  Ex- 
ceptions, 12,  15;  Continuance; 
Jurisdiction,  4 ;  Partition,  2 ; 
Pleading,  6,  16,  17. 

AGENT. 
See  Principal. 

.  AGREEMENT. 

See  Contract  ;  Jurisdiction. 

ALIEN. 

See  Criminal  Law,  4;  Elective 
Franchise. 

.    AMENDMENT. 

1.  A  motion  to  amend  a  petition  and 
summons,  is  addressed  to  the  sound 
discretion  of  the  Court,  and  the  re- 
fusal of  the  Court  to  grant  such 
motion,  cannot  be  assigned  for 
error.      Warren  v.  McHatton,         33 

2.  A  motion  to  amend  a  bond  on  an 
appeal  from  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
in  a  case  of  forcible  detainer,  is 
addressed  to  the  sound  discretion 
of  the  Court,  and  its  decision  can- 
not be  assigned  for  error.  Harlan 
V.  Scott,  66 

3.  Where  there  are  several  counts 
in  a  declaration,  and  an  amend- 
ment is  made  to  one  of  the 
counts,  which  could  not  have  sur- 
prised the  defendants,  or  varied 
their  defence,  because  the  declar- 
ation contained  another  count  sub- 
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stantially  the  same,  it  is  no  cause 
for  a  continuance.  Russel  et  al.  v. 
Martin,  494 

4.  In  an  action  by  a  female  for  slan- 
der, the  plaintiff  amended  her  de- 
claration, by  inserting  that  she 
was  "sole  and  unmarried"  :  Held, 
that  the  amendment  was  wholly 
immaterial,  and  no  cause  for  a 
continuance.  Ihid. 

See  Appeal,  2,  5;  Attachment, 
6,  7 ;  Justices  of  the  Peace, 
4 ;     Pleading,     2,    5 ;      Replevin 

IN   BdtffD,  9. 

APPEAL. 

From  Justices  of  the  Peace. 

1.  Oa  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court,  in 
a  criminal  case,  the  Circuit  Court 
can  try  the  cause  de  novo.  Shirtliff 
V.  The  People,  9 

2.  Where  the  capias,  issued  for  the 
arrest  of  a  person  charged  with 
an  assault  and  battery,  stated  that 
the  act  complained  of  was  "  con- 
trary to  the  law  of  the  State  of 
Illinois,  and  in  violation  of  the  or- 
dinances of  the  town  of  Lynville," 
and  the  cause  was  placed  on  the 
justice's  docket  in  the  name  of  the 
"President  and  Trustees  of  Lyn- 
ville," and  the  justice  gave  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  "President," 
&c. ;  and  on  appeal,  the  Circuit 
Court  directed  the  cause  to  be 
docketed  in  the  name  of  the  "  Peo- 
ple," and  tried  the  cause  as  be- 
tween the  "  People  "  and  the  de- 
fendant :  Held,  that  there  was  no 
error.  Ihid. 

3.  One  of  the  several  defendants 
may  appeal  from  a  judgment  of 
a  justice  of  the  peace,  though  the 
other  defendants  refuse  to  join  in 
the  appeal.      Leggett  v.    Chrisman, 

46 

4.  The  awarding  of  a  writ  of  resti- 
tution upon  the  dismissal  of  an 
appeal,  in  a  case  of  forcible  de- 
tainer, is  not  error.  Harlan  v. 
Scott,  66 

5.  A  motion  to  amend  a  bond  on  an 
appeal  from  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
in  a  case  of  forcible  detainer,  is 
addressed  to  the  sound  discretion 
of  the  Court,  and  its  decision  can- 
not be  assigned  for  error.  Ibid. 

6.  The  statute  requiring  the  parties 
to  produce,  on  a  trial  before  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  all  their  claims 


not  exceeding  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  justice,  precludes  the  plaintiff 
from  exhibiting  other  and  different 
claims,  in  the  Circuit  Court  on 
appeal,  than  those  produced  and 
relied  on  before  the  justice.  Brooh- 
hank  v.  Smith,  78 

7.  Where  on  appeal  from  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  the  appeal  bond  was 
filed  in  the  clerk's  office,  one  day 
before  the  passage  of  a  law  fixing 
the  time  of  holding  Courts  in 
Boone  county,  and  the  summons 
to  the  appellee,  and  the  superse- 
deas were  issued  after  the  passage 
of  the  law:  Held,  that  the  appeal 
was  regularly  taken,  and  that  the 
Circuit  Court  had  jurisdiction  of 
the  cause.     Scammon  v.  CUne,   456 

8.  A  Circuit  Court  existed  in  Boone 
county,  as  soon  as  a  clerk  was  ap- 
pointed by  the  judge  of  the  cir- 
cuit, although  the  latter  failed  to 
appoint  the  time  for  holding  the 
Court.  Ibid. 

9.  An  appeal  does  not  lie  from  a 
judgment  of  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
upon  the  award  of  arbitrators.  Van 
Winkle  et  al.  v.  Beck,  489 

10.  Semhle,  That  the  obligation  in  an 
appeal  bond  is  both  joint  and  sev- 
eral, and  either  of  the  obligors  may 
be  proceeded  against  separately. 
McConnel  Y.  Swailes,  572 

IL  The  dismissal  of  an  appeal,  or 
certiorari,  is  equivalent  to  a  regular, 
technical  affirmance  of  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below,  so  as  to 
entitle  the  party  to  claim  a  forfei- 
ture of  the  bond,  and  have  his 
action  therefor.  ,  Ibid. 

See  Amendment,  2. 

From  Probate   Court. 
See  Will. 

From   Circuit  Court. 

12.  Where  on  appeal,  the  record 
does  not  show  that  final  judgment 
has  been  rendered  in  the  Court 
below,  though  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  appears  in  the  record,  the  ap- 
peal will  be  dismissed  ;  — an  appeal 
can  only  be  taken  from  the  judg- 
ment of  the  inferior  Court.  Har- 
rison V.  Singleton,  22 

13.  An  appeal  from  the  Circuit  to 
the  Supreme  Court,  where  the 
judgment  is  final,  and  amounts  to 
$20,  exclusive  of  costs,  or  relates 
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to  a  franchise  or  freehold,  is  a 
matter  of  right;  and  no  condi- 
tions, except  those  prescribed  in 
the  statute,  can  be  annexed  to  an 
order  granting  an  appeal.  Emerson 
V.  Clarh^  490 

14.  The  appellants  in  an  appeal,  and 
Uie  plaintiffs  in  a  writ  of  error, 
may  always  dismiss  their  suit  be- 
fore a  decision  on  the  merits;  and 
the  effect  of  such  dismissal  is  to 
leave  the  parties  where  they  were 
before  the  appeal  was  taken,  or  the 
writ  of  error  brousfht.  Hancock  Co. 
V.  Marsh,  "  492 

APPEARANCE. 

See  Practice,  33,  40,  4] ,  42. 

APPOINTMENTS. 

See  Constitution. 

APPRENTICESHIP. 

See  Minor. 

ARBITRATION. 
See  Award. 

ARDENT  SPIRITS. 

See  License, 

ARREST  OF  JUDGMENT.' 

J.  The  Court  will  never  arrest  a 
judgment,  except  for  some  intrin- 
sic cause  apparent  upon  the  face 
of  the  record ;  where  there  is 
enough  apparent  to  enable  the 
Court  to  give  judgment  upon  the 
whole  record,  it  will  never  arrest 
the  judgment,  nor  will  an  applica- 
tion for  that  purpose  be  entertained, 
if  made  by  the  party  committing 
the  error.     Evans  v.  Lohr,  514 

ASSESSMENT  OF  DAMAGES. 
See  Damages;  Practice,  27,  37. 

ASSIGNMENT  AND  ASSIGN- 
EES." 

1.  A  deed  of  assignment  made  by  a 
debtor  to  a  trustee  for  the  benefit 
of  a  portion  of  bis  creditors,  (which 
were  divided  into  two  classes,)  pro- 
vided they  became  parties  to  the 
deed  within  sixty  days,  stipulated 
that  the  first  class  should  be  paid 


in  full,  and  the  second  ratably,  if 
there  should  not  be  sufficient  to 
pay  the  whole,  and  that  the  sur- 
plus, if  any,  should  be  paid  over  to 
the  assignor.  A  memorandum  was 
annexed  to  the  deed,  stating  that 
three  creditors  were  not  provided 
for  in  the  assignment,  for  the  rea- 
son that  they  held  securities  by 
mortgage :  Held,  that  the  condi- 
tions of  the  deed  were  not  fraudu- 
lent. Held,  also,  that  the  employ- 
ing of  the  assignee,  as  the  agent 
of  the  trustee,  to  take  charge  of 
the  property,  did  not  render  the 
transaction  fraudulent,  although 
the  agreement  to  employ  him  as 
such  agent  was  made  on  the  same 
day  that  the  assignment  was  exe- 
cuted. Cross  V.  Bryant  et  al.,  43 
2.  SembJe,  That  the  possession  of  the 
property  assigned,  by  the  assignor, 
as  the  agent  of  the  assignee,  where 
a  general  assignment  is  made  by 
a  debtor  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors,  is  not  fraudulent  per  se. 

Ibid. 

See  Debtor  and  Creditor;  Promis- 
sory Note;  School  Lands. 

ATTACHMENT. 

1.  An  attachment  bond  which  does 
not  describe  the  Court  from  which 
the  process  is  to  be  issued,  or  to 
which  it  is  to  be  returned,  or  the 
term  of  the  Court,  is  fatally  de- 
fective, and  a  judgment  rendered 
by  default  in  such  a  case,  will  be 
reversed  on  writ  of  error.  Lavj- 
rence  v.   Teaiman  et  al,  17, 

2.  An  attachment  bond  described  the 
writ  of  attachment  as  "  sued  out 
returnable  on  the  third  Monday  of 
August  next,"  without  any  other 
description  of  the  Court  or  term  : 
Hekl,  that  the  description  was  un- 
certain and  insufficient.  Ibid. 

3.  Where  the  proceedings  are  ex 
parte  and  in  rem,  there  must  be  a 
strict  conformity  with  the  statute. 

Ibid. 

4.  An  attachment,  in  aid  of  a  suit  at 
law,  is  process,  and  is  made,  by 
statute,  part  of  the  proceedings  in 
the  suit;  it  is  consequently  the 
duty  of  a  ^defendant,  desiring  to 
quash  the  same,  to  make  his  mo- 
tion at  the  return   term   of  the  at- 
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tachment.  By  appe.irinpa,nd  plead- 
ing, without  making  objection  to 
the  attachment,  he  waives ,all  irregu- 
hxrity.  Beecher  et  al.  v.  James 
et  al,  463 

5.  the  word  printed  "  term,"  in  §  30 
of  the  act  concerning  attach- 
ments, should  have  been  "  time," 
as  appears  from  the  original  law 
on    file    in   the    Secretary's    Office. 

Ibid. 

6.  §  28  of  the  same  act  authorizes 
the  amendment  of  the  affidavit, 
after  a  motion  to  quash.  Ibid. 

7.  Where  a  paper  filed  as  an  attach- 
ment bond  has  no  seals  affixed  to 
it,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to 
permit  the'  bond  to  be  amended. 
It  is  error  to  refuse  a  motion  to 
amend.     Lea  v.  Vail,  474 

See   Practice,    In   Supreme    Court, 
12;    Sebvice    of    Process,    6. 

ATTORNEY. 
Where  an  attorney  neglects  to  have 
his  name  entered  on  the  Roll  of 
Attorneys,  at  the  date  of  his 
license,  he  cannot  afterwards  have 
it  enrolled  nunc  pro  tunc.  Ex  parte 
Fellows,  869 

AWARD. 

1.  In  an  action  upon  an  arbitration 
bond,  it  is  no  objection  to  the  dec- 
laration, that  it  does  not  show  that 
the  bond  was  executed  by  both 
parties,  or  that  a  counter  bond  was 
executed.      Cole  v.  Chapman,        35 

2.  Where  the  action  is  upon  an  ar- 
bitration bond,  it  is  only  necessary 
to  show  that  the  award  was  made 
in  pursuance  of  the  condition  of 
the  bond,  and  that  the  defendant 
has  not  complied  with  the  award. 
But  the  rule  is  different  where  the 
defendant  submits  to  the  award  of 
arbitrators  by  bond,  and  the  action 
is  on  the  award  itself.  In  that  case 
it  is  necessary  to  state,  in  the  dec- 
laration, a  mutual  submission ;  be- 
cause the  award  which  is  the  foun- 
dation of  the  action,  being  the  de- 
termination of  a  thiid  person  be- 
tween two  others,  who  submit  their 
diff'erences  to  his  decision,  it  is  the 
submission  which  creates  the  obli- 
gation to  abide,  by  the  determina- 
tion; and  in  that  case  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  state  in  the  declara- 
tion,  that   the  defendant   by  bond 


submitted  himself  to  the  award  of 
the  arbitrators.  Ibid. 

3.  Where  the  award  of  an  arbitra- 
tor required  the  parties  to  execute 
mutual  releases,  and  that  L.,  one 
of  the  parties,  should  pay  a  sum  of 
money  to  C,  the  other  party,  and 
C.  tendered  a  release  containing  a 
condition  that  it  should  take  effect 
upon  L.'s  securing  the  payment  of 
the  money  on  the  day  specified  by 
the  arbitrator,  which  L.  refused  to 
receive,  without  making  any  ob- 
jection to  the  terms  of  the  release, 
or  examining  it,  alleging  that  "the 
award  was  not  binding,  or  was 
good  for  nothing " :  Held,  that  the 
tender  was  sufficient,  as  eviderice 
of  an  offer  to  perform  the  award 
on  the  part  of  C. :  Held,  also,  that 
if  L.  had  refused  to  receive  the  re- 
lease because  it  was  conditional, 
and  C.  had  refused  to  make  one 
conformable  to  the  condition  of 
the  award,  then  it  would  have  been 
a  failure  to  peiform  the  award. 
Lincoln  et  al.  v.  Cooh,  62 

4.  An  examination  of  a  witness  by 
the  sole  ai'bitrator,  in  the  absence 
of  both  parties,  is  not  an  ex  parte 
examination.  The  term  ex  parte 
implies  an  examination  in  the 
presence  of  one  of  the  parties, 
and   in    the   absence  of  the  other. 

Ibid. 

5.  Where  a  suit  is  pending  before 
a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  the 
parties  refer  the  same  to  arbitia- 
tors,  they  must  be  bound  by  the 
decision    of    the   arbitrators.       Van 

WinUe  et  al.  v.  Bed,  489 

6.  An  appeal  does  not  lie  from  ia 
judgment  of  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
upon     the     award     of    arbitrators. 

Ihid. 
BAIL. 
See  Process,  2. 

BANK. 

1.  In  an  action  by  the  State  Bank 
of  Illinois  against  the  maker  of  a 
promissory  note,  the  objection  that 
the  charter  of  the  corporation  has 
not  been  given  in  evidence,  can- 
not be  taken  on  a  demurrer  to  evi- 
dence. Such  an  objection,  if  valid, 
should  be  taken  on  a  motion  for 
a  nonsuit.  Gilham  v;  State  Bank 
of  Illinois,  250 

2.  Semble,  That   there   is   no   differ- 
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ence  between  bank  bills  and  bank 
notes.     Quigley  v.  The  People,     302 

3.  In  an  action  by  a  foreign  bank- 
ing company,  as  assignee  or  en- 
dorsee of  a  promissory  note,  where 
the  record  does  not  show  the  place 
of  endorsement,  the  Court  will 
presume  that  the  note  was  trans- 
ferred at  the  banking  house  of  the 
company,  out  of  the  State,  Bank 
of  Washtenaw  v.  Montgomery,      427 

4.  Semble,  That  a  foreign  bank  or 
corporation  may  contract  in  the 
State  of  Illinois.  Ibid. 

See  Corporation;  Indictment,  4,  5, 
6;  Practice,  16;  Promissory 
Note,  8. 

BIGAMY. 
See  Criminal  Law,  1,  2. 

BILL. 
See  Chancery. 

BILL  OF  EXCEPTIONS. 

1.  A  bill  of  exceptions  must  be  sign- 
ed and  sealed  by  the  judge  who 
tried  the  cause  in  which  it  is  taken. 
Jones  V.  Sprugue,  55 

2.  In  the  transcript  of  the  record, 
the  name  of  the  judge  and  a  locvs 
sigilli  should  appear  at  the  end  of 
the  bill  of  exceptions,  else  the 
Supreme  Court  will  not  recognise 
the  bill  of  exceptions  as  a  part  of 
the  record.  Unless  the  name  of 
the  judge  is  copied  with  the  bill  of 
exceptions,  the  Court  will  presume 
that  he  did  not  sign  it.  Ihid. 

3.  An  exception  cannot  be  taken  to 
the  opinion  of  the  Circuit  Court  in 
granting  a  motion  for  a  new  trial ; 
it  is  only  to  a  decision  overruling 
and  refusing  such  a  motion,  that  an 
exception  can  be  taken.  Broohhanh 
v.  Smith,  78 

4.  Where  a  judge  of  the  Circuit 
Court  refused  to  sign  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions tendered  to  him  upon  the 
trial  of  a  cause,  but  signed  the  bill 
of  exceptions  after  amending  it, 
by  striking  out  a  material  portion 
of  the  bill,  the  Supreme  Court 
granted  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
compel  him  to  sign  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions as  originally  presented 
to  him.      The  Peaple   v.    Pearson, 

203 

5.  Where  a  judge  of  an  inferior 
court  is  of  opinion,  that  a  bill  of 


exceptions  which  he  has  been 
required,  by  an  alternative  writ  of 
mandamus,  to  sign  or  show  cause 
for  not  signing,  is  objectionable, 
or  contains  matter  which  was  not 
excepted  to,  or  the  same  is  untru- 
ly or  incorrectly  stated  in  the  bill, 
he  should  return  the  causes  of  his 
objections.  The  Supreme  Court 
will  not  compel  the  signing  of  a 
bill  which  does  not  truly  state  the 
facts,  as  they  occurred  on  the  trial. 

Ihid. 

6.  The  signing,  sealing,  and  approv- 
ing of  a  bill  of  exceptions  is  a 
ministerial  act,  and  the  Supreme 
Court  will  compel,  by  a  writ  of 
mandamus,  a  judge  of  a  Circuit 
Court  to  sign  and  seal  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions taken  on  the  trial;  but 
the  judge  must  determine  its  ac- 
curacy, and  whether  it  correctly 
recites  the  points  made,  and  opin- 
ions excepted  to ;  and  if  it  correctly 
sets  out  the  facts,  he  must  sign  it. 

Ihid. 

7.  Semhie,  That  the  practice  should 
be  to  reduce  the  exceptions  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  to  writing 
during  the  progress  of  the  trial, 
and  have  the  bill  of  exceptions 
completed  while  the  facts  are  fresh 
in  the  minds  of  the  Court  and  par- 
ties. Ihid. 

8.  Semhie,  That  a  party  has  a  right  to 
have  all  of  the  facts  connected  with 
the  decision  of  the  Court,  which 
was  excepted  to,  included  in  his  bill 
of  exceptions;  and  if  the  inferior 
court  refuse  to  sign  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions containing  all  of  the  facts,  the 
Court  will  compel  a  compliance  by 
mandamus.  Ibid, 

9.  Under  §  2,  of  the  act  of  July, 
1837,  amendatory  of  the  practice 
act,  a  party  has  a  right  to  except 
to  an  opinion  or  decision  of  the  ' 
Circuit  Court,  overruling  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial;  and  where  such 
motion  is  predicated  upon  the 
ground  that  the  jury  decided  con- 
trary to  the  evidence,  the  party  is 
undoubtedly  entitled  to  have  the 
testimony  spread  out  in  a  bill  of 
exceptions.  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
judge  to  sign  a  bill  of  exceptions 
containing  the  testimony.  If  the 
judge  has  not  preserved  minutes 
of  the  testimony,  he  should  per- 
mit the  party  excepting  to  make 
a  statement  of  the   evidence,  and 
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■  require  it  to  be  submitted  to  the 
opposite  party  for  correction ;  and 
if  the  parties  cannot  agree,  the 
judge  should  correct  the  bill  from 
the  best  lights  he  possesses.  Weather- 
ford  V.   Wilson,  256 

10.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  party  except- 
ing to  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  to 
prepare  a  correct  bill  of  excep- 
tions, and  tender  it  to  the  judge, 
and  if  the  judge  refuses  to  sign  it, 
to  apply  to  the  Supreme  Court  for 
a  writ  of  mandamus,  Ibid. 

11.  Where  both  law  and  fact  are 
submitted  to  the  Court  for  trial, 
without  the  intervention  of  a  jury, 

[  and  a  bill  of  exceptions  is  taken 
to  the  final  judgment  of  the  Court, 
the  Supreme  Court  will  presume, 
if  the  evidence  contained  in  the 
bill  of  exceptions  does  not  sustain 
the  judgment,  that  other  sufficient 
evidence  was  produced  in  the 
Court  below,  unless  it  is  expressly 
stated  in  the  bill,  that  all  the  evi- 
dence is  contained  therein.  Har- 
mon et  al.  V.  Thornton,  355 

12.  It  is  not  competent  for  a  Court 
to  direct  that  two  papers,  mention- 
ed in  a  bill  of  exceptions,  shall  be 
included  in  the  bill,  upon  being 
verified,  by  the  affidavit  of  the  de- 
fendant or  his  counsel,  to  be  the 
same  papers  which  were  offered 
in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the 
cause.  A  bill  of  exceptions  under 
such  circumstances  is  a  nullity. 
The  settling  of  a  bill  of  exceptions 
is  a  judicial  act.   Emerson  v.  Clark, 

490 

13.  Where  a  question  is  asked  a 
witness  by  the  plaintiff,  which  is 
objected  to  by  the  defendant,  and 
the  objection  overruled  by  the 
Court,  unless  the  answer  of  the 
witness  appears,  the  decision  of 
the  Court  cannot  be  assigned  for 
error.       Russel    et    al.   v.     Martin, 

494 

14.  Unless  a  bill  of  exceptions  shows 
that  illegal  testimony  has  been 
received,  the  decision  of  a  Court 
in  permitting  an  illegal  question  to 
be  asked,  cannot  be  assigned  for 
error.  Ibid. 

15.  Where  a  bill  of  exceptions  does 
not  state  the  whole  evidence,  and 
such  as  is  shown  in  the  bill  is  stat- 
ed in  an  affidavit  of  one  of  the 
parties ;  and  the  Court,  in  signing 
the   bill  of   exceptions,,  says   that 


he  aoes  not  vouch  for  the  truths 
of  the  facts  contained  in  the  affi- 
davit, the  Supreme  Court  cannot 
judge  whether  the  Circuit  Court 
erred  in  refusing  to  grant  a  new 
trial.  Swain  et  al.  v.  Cawood,  507 
16.  It  is  not  the  province  of  a  Court 
to  moot  points  of  law,  nor  can  it 
be  required  to  give  opinions  upon 
abstract  propositions.  A  bill  of 
exceptions,  therefore,  should  con- 
tain enough  of  the  case  to  show 
the  materiality  or  the  application 
of  the  instructions  asked.  Evans 
V.  Lohr,  514 

BILL  OF  LADING. 
[See  Common  Carrier. 

BILL  OF  SALE. 
See  Warranty. 

BILLS. 
See  Bank,  2. 

BOND. 

1.  A  suit  by  petition  and  summons 
will  lie  upon  a  note  under  seal; 
and  such  note  is  correctly  describ- 
ed in  the  petition,  as  a  bond.  Etin- 
can  V.  McAffee,  560 

2.  Semble,  That  the  .obligation  in  an 
appeal  bond  is  both  joint  and  sev- 
eral, and  ■  either  of  the  obligors 
may  be  proceeded  against  separ- 
ately.    McConnel  v.  Swailes,       672 

See  Appeal,  1 1 ;  Attachment,  1  ; 
Award,  1,  2 ;  Judgment,  9 ; 
Replevin  Bond  ;  Sheriff. 

CANAL   AND    CANAL  COMMIS- 
SIONERS. 
See    Corporation,     5;      Criminal 
Law  ;  Indictment. 

CAPIAS. 

See  Process,  2,  5. 

CA.  SA. 
See  Promissory  Note,  12, 

CASE. 
See  Action,  1,  4,  5. 

CERTIFICATE. 

See  Criminal  Law,  1,  2 ;  Deed  ; 
Evidence,  29 ;  School  Lands. 
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CERTIORARI. 

1.  A  writ  of  certiorari  for  diminution 
of  record  was  granted  after  the 
argument  of  a  cause  had  been 
commenced.     Jones  v.  Sprague,  55. 

2.  In  this  cause  (judgment'  having 
been  rendered  by  default  in  the 
Court  below)  a  writ  of  certiorari 
was  granted  to  the  Court  below, 
on  the  ground,  that  subsequent 
to  the  taking  of  the  appeal  here- 
in, the  Court  below  had  permitted 
the  sheriff,  who  served  the  process 
upon  the  defendants  below,  to 
amend  his  return,  by  adding  his 
signature  thereto,  which  he  had 
before  omitted ;  and  such  amend- 
ment had  been  made  since  the 
record  had  been  transmitted  to 
this  Court.  James  et  al.  v.  Hug- 
hill,  361 

3.  A  transcript  of  the  record  of  a 
Circuit  Court,  which  is  not  certifi- 
ed under  the  seal  of  the  Court,  is 
a  nullity,  and  a  writ  of  certiorari 
caniaot  be  granted  in  such  case; 
but  the  cause  must  be  stricken 
from  the  docket.  Cowhick  v.  Gunn 
ei  al.,  418 

4.  Where  a  writ  of  certiorari,  re- 
turnable to  the  next  term,  was 
awarded  to  the  Court  below,  to 
send  up  a  copy  of  an  appeal  bond, 
and  the  appellant  showed,  by  affi- 
davit, that  a  copy  of  such  bond, 
duly  certified,  was  on  the  files  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  and  moved  to 
set  aside  the  continuance  of  the 
cause,  the  Court  overruled  the 
motion,  because  no  order  for  a 
continuance  had  been  entered ; 
but  sustained  a  motion  to  super- 
sede the  writ  of  certiorari.  Van- 
dyke v.  Daley,  564 

See  Appeal,  11. 

CHANCERY. 

1.  Under  the  statutes  of  Illinois,  the 
Circuit  Court  has  power  to  dis- 
solve an  injunction  on  the  coming 
in  of  the  answer,  if  it  denies  the 
equity  of  the  bill.  Still  it  does 
not  follow,  that  the  bill  should  be 
dismissed  because  the  injunction 
is  dissolved.  Before  a  bill  can  be 
dismissed,  there  must  be  an  issue 
made  up  between  the  parties,  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  §  14  of 


the  act  regulating  proceedings  in 
chancery.  Beams  ei  al.  v.  Denham 
et  al,  60 

2.  To  justify  a  court  of  chancery,  in 
this  State,  in  hearing  a  cause  up- 
on bill  and  answer,  it  should  ap- 
pear that  the  complainants  were 
in  default  in  not  replying  within 
four  days  after  filing  the  answer, 
if  the  same  was  put  in  in  term 
time.  Ihid. 

3.  Where  the  complainants  filed  a 
bill  in  chancery,  for  an  injunction 
and  a  new  trial  in  an  action  at  law, 
setting  forth  that  the  action  was 
commenced   on    a    replevin  bond ; 

.  and  that  shortly  before  the  term  of 
the  Court  to  which  the  writ  in  the 
said  action  was  returnable,  one  of 
the  complainants,  and  the  princi- 
pal in  the  replevin  bond,  became 
sick  and  unable  to  attend  Court. 
That  his  agent  called  upon  the  at- 
torney for  the  plaintiff',  who  in- 
formed him,  that,  in  view  of  the 
circumstances,  the  suit  should  be 
continued;  notwithstanding  which 
a  judgment  by  default,  through 
mistake  or  forgetfulness,  as  com- 
plainants supposed,  was  taken  at 
said  term  of  the  Court,  for  the  en- 
tire penalty  of  the  bond,  which  the 
complainants  alleged  they  were 
not  justly  or  equitably  bound  to 
pay :  Held,  that  these  facts  were 
sufficient  to  authorize  a  court  of 
chancery  to  grant  rehef.  Ihid. 

4.  Where  T.  had  purchased  a  lot  of 
land  by  parol,  paid  the  purchase 
money,  taken  possession  of  the 
land  by  consent  of  the  vendor, 
and  received  the  title  deeds  for 
the  purpose  of  preparing  a  deed: 
Held,  that  these  facts  took  the 
case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds, 
and  that  a  court  of  equity  would 
enforce  a  specific  performance  of 
the  contract.  Thorntoii  v.  Heirs 
of  Henry,  221 

5.  Where  a  guardian  ad  litem,  of  in- 
flvnt  heirs,  puts  in  an  answer  to 
to  a  bill  in  chancery,  admitting  the 
allegations,  a  coui't  of  chancery 
being  the  general  guardian  of  in- 
fants, may,  doubtless,  set  aside  the 
answer  of  the  guardian,  and  direct 
him  to  put  in  an  answer  requiring 
the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  facts  set 
out  in  his  bill.  But  it  will  not  set 
up  the  statute  of  frauds  to  defeat 
the   specific   execation  of   a   parol 
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contract  for  the  purchase  of  land, 
where  it  is  not  relied  on  by  the 
heirs  or  their  guardian.  Ihid. 

6.  A  writ  of  error  will  lie  to  the  Cir- 
cuit Court,  sitting  as  a  court  of 
chancery.  Greenup  v.  Porter  et 
ai,  417 

7.  Where  a  defendant  has  had  a 
full  opportunity  to  make  his  de- 
fence to  an  action  at  law,  and  it 
consisted  of  matters  cognizable  in 
a  court  of  law,  the  judgment  of 
such  a  court  should  be  considered 
final  and  conclusive,  where  there 
has  been  no  fraud  in  obtaining  it; 
and  a  court  of  equity  will  not  dis- 
turb it.  Arrnsti-ong  v.  Caldwell  et 
al,  420 

8.  The  payee  of  a  promissory  note  is 
a  necessary  party  to  a  bill  in  chan- 
cery against  the  holder,  alleging 
a  want  of  consideration  for  the 
note,  and  fraud  in  relation'  to  its 
transfer.      Elston   v.    Blanchard, 

422 

9.  Where  fraud  is  charged  in  a  bill 
for  relief,  it  should  be  specifically 
set  out.  Ihid. 

10.  Where  a  defendant  neglects  to 
avail  himself  of  a  defence  at  law, 
a  court  of  chancery  will  not  grant 
relief.  This  rule  is  too  well  set- 
tled to  require  comment.  Ihid. 

11.  The  complainant  filed  his  bill  in 
chancery  to  foreclose  a  mortgage, 
executed  to  him  by  W.,  and  made 
Smith  and  McConnel,  who  had  ob- 
tained judgments  against  W.,  sub- 
sequent to  the  execution  of  the 
mortgage,  defendants  to  the  bill; 
and  at  the  June  term,  1839,  all  the 
defendants  except  Smith  having 
been  summoned  or  notified  accor- 
ding to  law;  and  all  the  defend- 
ants except  McConnel  being  call- 
ed and  not  appearing,  their  de- 
fault Avas  taken,  and  an  interlocu- 
tory decree  entered,  requiring  all 
the  defendants,  except  McConnel, 
to  pay  the  amount  due  on  the 
mortgage  by  the  first  day  of  the 
next  term,  and  in  default  thereof, 
that  they  should  be  foreclosed 
from  all  right  in  the  mortgage 
premises;  and  that  the  same 
should  be  sold  to  satisfy  the  mort- 
gage. Smith  was  duly  summon- 
ed   to    appear    at   the    November 

,     term,  1839,  by  an  alias  writ  issued 
October   3d,    and   at   said  Novem- 
ber   terra,    Smith    and    McConnel 
Vol.  II.  V5 


were  defaulted,  and  the  bill  taken 
pro  confenso  against  them.  A  de- 
cree was  entered,  that  the  said 
Smith  and  McConnel  should  piiy 
the  amount  of  the  mortgage  by 
the  first  day  of  the  next  term  of 
the  Court,  or  that  the  premises 
should  be  sold  to  satisfy  the  same, 
and  their  interest  therein  fore- 
closed. At  the  March  term,  1840, 
a  final  decree  was  entered,  direct- 
iilg  the  mortgaged  premises  to  be 
sold ;  and  that  the  interest  of  the 
defendants  in  the  premises  should 
be  forever  foreclosed :  Held,  that 
the  proceedings  were  not  errone- 
ous ;  and  that  the  service  of  pro- 
cess on  Smith,  after  the  first  in- 
terlocutory decree,  cured  the  ir- 
regularity as  to  him.  Waldo  et  al. 
V.   Williams,  471 

12.  Where  several  tracts  of  land 
are  included  in  one  mortgage,  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  commissioner, 
selling  the  same  under  a  decree 
of  foreclosure,  to  offer  each  tract 
separately,  and  whenever  the 
sales  amount  to  a  sufficiency  to 
pay  the  debt  and  costs,  he  should 
desist  from  any  further  sale.  But 
should  the  commissioner  proceed 
arbitrarily,  and  sell  the  whole  at 
once,  or  sell  more  than  a  sufficien- 
cy to  pay  the  mortgage  debt  find 
costs,  it  would  be  competent  for 
the  Court,  on  the  coming  in  of  his 
report,  to  set  aside  the  sale.       Ihid. 

13.  The  appellant  filed  bis  bill  in  the 
Cook  Circuit  Court,  sitting  as  a 
court  of  chancery,  and  set  out,  in 
substance,  that  he  agreed  to  con- 
vey to  the  appellee,  lot  No.  10,  in 
block  No.  12,  in  Kinzie's  Addition 
to  the  town  of  Chicago,  for*the 
sum  of  forty-two  dollars,  and  that 
at  the  same  time,  to  wit,  on  the 
9th  of  March,  1833,  he  also  agreed 
to  convey  to  said  appellee,  lot  No. 
11,  in  said  block  No.  12,  upon  the 
condition  that  the  said  appellee 
should  thereafter,  and  before  tlie 
1st  of  August,  1834,  build  and 
finish  a  good  dwelling-house  upon 
said  lot  No.  11 ;  and  that  his  mo- 
tive therefor,  was  to  enhance  the 
value  of  his  remaining  lots  in  said 
addition ;  and  that  lor  the  consid- 
eration stated,  and  no  other,  he 
did,  on  the  said  9th  of  March, 
1833,  execute  and  deliver  to  the 
said  defendant,   a  good  and  sufli- 
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cient  deed  of  conveyance  for   the 
said  lots  No.  10  and  11. 

The  bill  further  stated  the  abso- 
lute neglect  and  refusal  of  the 
appellee  to  erect  the  house. 

The  bill  further  recited  the  ac- 
knowledgment of  the  appellee,  in 
a  certain  letter  to  individuals, 
named  in  the  bill,  that  he  had  not 
observed  the  condition  on  which 
he  had  received  the  conveyance 
of  lot  No.  11,  and  his  perfect  wil- 
lingness to  reconvey  the  same  to 
the  appellant,  or  pay  a  valuable 
consideration  therefor ;  and  that 
during  the  pendency  of  a  negotia- 
tion for  the  settlement  of  the  con- 
troversy, the  appellee  wrote  a  let- 
ter to  the  brother  of  the  appellant, 
on  the  6th  day  of  March,  1835, 
repeating  his  willingness  to  give 
up  the  said  lot  to  the  appellant, 
preferring,  however,  to  purchase 
it.  That  the  appellant  informed 
the  appellee  of  the  price  to  be 
paid  for  the  lot,  and  requested  him 
to  pay  the  same,  or  reconvey  the 
lot  to  the  appellant;  but  that  he 
subsequently  refused  to  do  either. 
To  this  bill  the  appellee  appeared, 
and  filed  a  demurrer. 

The  complainant  subsequently  filed 
an  amended  bill  which  stated,  that 
the  forty-two  dollars  named  as  the 
consideration  for  the  two  lots.  No. 
10  and  11,  in  the  deed,  was  re- 
ceived solely  as  the  consideration 
for  lot  No.  10,  and  for  no  other 
purpose;  and  that  the  agreement 
of  the  appellee  to  put  up  and  build 
the  house  named,  was  the  sole  and 
only  consideration  for  the  convey- 
ance of  lot  No.  11.  The  bill 
prayed  for  a  reconveyance  of  lot 
No.  11,  &c. 

To  this  amended  bill,  the  defendant 
demurred,  and  the  appellant  joined 
in  the  demurrer,  which  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  sustained :  Held,  that 
the  decision  was  erroneous,  and 
that  there  was  sufficient  equity  in 
the  bill  to  entitle  the  complainant 
to  relief     Kinzie  v.  Penrose,        520 

14.  Where  the  statute  of  frauds  is 
not  pleaded,  it  will  not  be  notic- 
ed. Ihid. 

15.  A  bill  in  chancery  alleged,  that 
a  copartnership  originally  existed 
between  the  complainant  and  S. 
and    G.,    the     complainant    being 


merely  a  nominal  partner,  and  re- 
ceiving an  annual  salary  of  fifteen 
hundred  dollars  for  his  services ; 
and  that  this  copartnership  was 
dissolved,  and  the  effects  of  the 
firm  transferred  to  a  new  firm 
composed  of  S.  and  G. ;  and  that 
the  complainant  took  from  S  and 
G.  a  bond  of  indemnity  to  save 
him  harmless  against  debts  of  the 
old  firm ;  and  that  S.  and  G.  had 
fraudulently  assigned  their  goods 
to  one  D.  The  bill  further  al- 
leged, that  the  complainant  had 
been  compelled  to  expend  large 
suras  of  money  in  payment  of 
debts  of  the  firm.  The  bill  prayed 
that  the  conveyances  to  D.  might 
be  set  aside  as  fraudulent  and 
void ;  and  that  the  effects  of  the 
new  firm  might  be  applied  to 
liquidate  his  claims  against  the 
firm  for  money  advanced  by  him 
in  payment  of  the  debts  of  the 
old  firm :  Held,  that  he  had  no 
preference  in  payment  out  of  the 
effects  of  the  new  firm ;  and  that 
his  remedy  was  at  law,  and  not  in 
equity.  Held,  also,  that  if  the 
complainant  had  paid  debts  of  the 
old  firm,  he  was  no  more  than  a 
simple  contract  creditor  of  S.  and 
G.,  having  paid  money  on  their 
account,  and  to  their  use,  for 
which  his  remedy  at  law  was  am- 
ple and  perfect.  Stone  et  al.  v. 
Manning^  534 

16.  Before  a  creditor  can  ask  the  aid 
of  a  court  of  chancery,  to  set  aside 
a  conveyance  made  by  his  debtor, 
to  secure  other  creditors,  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  he  must  first 
have  established  his  claim  against 
the  debtor,  by  judgment  in  a  court 
of  law,  and  must  have  made  ef- 
forts to  obtain  satisfaction  of  the 
judgment,  by  execution.  Ihid. 

17.  A  bJll  in  chancery  alleged  that 
on  the  12th  of  August,  1834,  S.  & 
P.  made  their  note  to  one  B.,  for 
$175;  that  the  note  was  to  be 
made  payable  in  April,  1836,  but 
in  writing  the  note,  there  was  a 
mistake  made  in  the  time  of  pay- 
ment, by  inserting  in  the  note  that 
it  was  payable  one  thousand  eigh- 
teen hundred  and  thirty-six,  in- 
stead of  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred thirty-six;  that  the  note  was 
assigned  by  B.  to  C,  and  by  C.  to 
the  complainant;  that  neither  the 


i 


INDEX. 


613 


complainant  nor  any  of  the  parties 
to  the  note  discovered  the  mistake 
until  a  suit  at  law  was  broui^ht 
upon  the  note,  and  the  jury  had 
retired  to  consider  of  their  verdict, 
when  a  verdict  was  rendered  for 
the  defendant  under  the  direction 
of  the  Court,  on  account  of  the  va- 
riance between  the  words  "  eight," 
in  the  declaration,  and  "  eight- 
een," in  the  note,  that  the  de- 
fendants refused  to  correct  the 
mistake  or  pay  the  money.  The 
bill  concluded  with  a  prayer  that 
the  mistake  should  be  corrected, 
and  the  defendants  decreed  to  pay 
the  money  mentioned  in  the  note : 
Held,  on  demurrer  to  the  bill,  that 
the  complainant  was  entitled  to 
the  relief  sought.  Savage  et  al.  v. 
Berry ^  546 

18.  Courts  of  chancery  have  juris- 
diction in  all  cases  of  mistake, 
which  happen  in  drawing  up  writ- 
ten   instruments    between   parties. 

lUd. 

19.  Where  a  party  in  drawing  a 
note  intended  to  make  it  payable 
in  1836,  but  by  mistake,  wrote  one 
thousand  eighteen  hundred  and 
thirty-six :  Held,  that  a  Court  of 
chancery  had  jurisdiction  to  cor- 
rect the  mistake ;  and  having  once 
obtained  jurisdiction,  the  Court 
would  do  complete  justice  be- 
tween the  parties  and  give  such  a 
judgment  as  a  Court  of  law  would 
give  if  a  suit  should  be  brought  on 
the  corrected  note.  Ihid. 

20.  The  want  of  a  formal  order  on 
the  record,  that  the  bill  be  taicen 
pro  confesso,  cannot  be  assigned  for 
error.  Ihid. 

21.  It  is  not  necessary  for  a  court  of 
chancery  to  refer  a  note  to  a  mas- 
ter in  order  to  compute  the  dam- 
ages. Such  reference  is  only  nec- 
essary where  long  accounts  are  to 
be  adjusted,  and  a  balance  ascer- 
tained. Ihid. 

22.  An  act  of  the  legislature  of 
March  2d,  1819,  granted  to  Wig- 
gins, the  right  to  establish  a  ferry 
"  on  the  waters  of  the  Mississippi, 
near  the  town  of  Illinois,  in  this 
State,"  and  "  the  running  of  the 
same  from  lands,  at  said  place 
that  may  belong  to  him,"  provided 
that  he,  "his  heirs,  or  assigns, 
should  have  the  ferry  in  actual 
operation   within  eighteen  months 


from  and  after  the  passage  of  the 
act."  That  time  expired  Septem- 
ber 2d,  1820.  The  complainants, 
in  a  bill  in  chancery,  to  protect 
their  right  to  the  ferry,  and  to 
prevent  the  estabhshing  of  anoth- 
er ferry  near  the  same  place,  stat- 
ed that  the  land  upon  which  the 
ferry  was  established  was  convey- 
ed to  Wiggins,  July  13th,  1822, 
by  Julie  Jarrot;  and  that  a  "piece 
of  said  tract  of  land  lying  on  the 
Mississippi,  near  the  centre  of 
said  tract,  was  claimed  by  one 
James  Piggot,  which  claim  was 
recognized  by  government,  and  a 
patent  issued  therefor,  and  that 
said  Wiggins  acquired  this  piece 
several  years  before  the  date  of 
the  deed  of  Julie  Jarrot  to  him 
and  first  estabhshed  his  said  ferry 
on  this  pifice,  then  being  the  own- 
er thereof,  under  the  said  Piggot's 
legal  representatives ;  which  piece 
of  land  is  included  in  the  larger 
tract,"  conveyed  by  Julie  Jarrot, 
and  was  patented  to  John  Mc- 
Knight  and  Thomas  Brady,  in 
1816,  and  conveyed  by  them  to 
Wiggins,  copies  of  which  deeds, 
&c.  were  referred  to  and  made 
exhibits  in  the  bill.  The  deed 
from  McKnight  and  Brady  was 
executed  May  19th,  1821.  The 
description  of  the  land  in  the  bill 
showed  it  to  be  on  the  Mississippi, 
&c.,  &c.  The  bill  also  stated  that 
in  pursuance  of  said  act,  Wiggins 
did  establish  a  ferry  on  said  tract, 
Avithin  the  time  limited  by  said  act, 
and  it  "  was  commenced  by  said 
Wiggins  from  lands  that  belonged 
to  him." 
On  the  6th  of  February,  1821,  the 
legislature  authorized  Wiggins 
to  remove  his  ferry-landing  to 
other  lands  owned  by  him  on 
the  Mississippi :  Held,  that  the  de- 
cree of  the  Court  below,  in  dis- 
missing the  bill  on  demurrer,  must 
be  affirmed,  on  the  ground  that 
the  bill  did  not  set  out  with  clear- 
ness and  certainty,  that  Wiggins 
owned  any  land  on  the  waters  of 
the  Mississippi  river,  near  the 
town  of  Illinois,  on  the  2d  of 
March,  1819,  or  within  eighteen 
months  thereaft'er,  on  which  the 
grant  could  operate;  and  because 
it  did  vcot  appear,  with  certainty, 
that  Wiggins  owned  any  land  on 
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the  Mississippi  river,  on  the  6th 
of  February,  1821,  to  which  the 
ferry  before  that  time  estabUshed 
by  Wiggins,  could  be  removed,  in 
pursuance  of  the  act  passed  on 
said  6th  of  February,  Alills  et  al. 
V.  Brown  et  al.,  556 

23.  A  demurrer  to  a  bill  in  chancery 
admits  all  that  is  vsrell  stated  or 
pleaded,  but  it  cannot  supply  de- 
fects in  substance,  or  cure  a  de- 
fective statement  of  title.  Ihid. 

See  Service  of  Process. 

CHECKS. 

See  Criminal  Law  ;    Deed  ;    Indict- 
ment. 

CHICAGO. 

See  Corporation  ;  Jurisdiction. 

CITIZEN.. 

See  Elective  Franchise. 

CLAIMS. 

See  Trespass. 

CLERK. 

1.  A  clerk  is  not  bound  to  deliver  an 
exemplification  of  the  records  of  the 
Court  of  which  he  is  clerk,  until 
his  fees  for  making  the  exemplifi- 
cation are  paid.  The  People  v. 
Rochwell,  4 

2.  In  civil  causes,  clerks  of  courts 
are  entitled  to  the  same  fees  when 
they  render  services  for  the  State, 
that  they  would  be  if  the  services 
were  performed  for  private  persons. 

lUd. 
See  Sheriff. 


CLOCK. 


See  Pedler. 


COMMON  CARRIER. 

1.  Where  goods  were  shipped  by 
W.  at  Cincinnati,  on  board  of  D.'s 
steamboat,  to  be  transported  to 
Peoria,  at  $1  per  hundred,  under 
the  usual  bill  of  lading,  "  with  privi- 
lege of  reshipping  on  any  good 
boat" :  Held,  that  the  master,  by 
reshipping  the  goods,  did  not  les- 
sen his  liability,^  but  was  responsi- 
ble for  the  delivery  of  the  goods  at 
Peoria,  unless  the  goods  were  lost 
or   so  injured  as  to  prevent  their 


delivery,  by  the  unavoidable  acci- 
dents of  the  river.  In  such  case, 
if  the  goods  had  been  reshipped, 
it  would  be  necessary  also  to  show 
that  they  were  put  on  board  of  a 
good  boat.     Dunseth  v.   Wade  et  al., 

288 

2.  Where  goods  are  shipped  under 
the  usual  bill  of  lading,  the  mas- 
ter, to  exempt  himself  from  liabili- 
ty, for  not  delivering  them,  must 
prove  that  he  has  been  prevented 
from  doing  so,  by  unavoidable  acci- 
dents. Tbid. 

3.  Semble,  That  if  a  common  carrier, 
in  which  character  steamboats 
navigating  our  rivers  must  be 
classed,  attempts  to  perform  his 
contract  in  a  manner  difierent 
from  his  undertaking,  he  becomes 
an  insurer  for  the  absolute  delivery 
of  the  goods,  and  cannot  avail  him- 
self of  any  exceptions  made  in  his 
behalf  in  the  contract.  Ihid. 

CONDITION. 

See  Award. 

CONSIDERATION. 

See  Deed,  13,  14,  15;  Evidence, 
31,  32;  Guaranty,  3,  4;  Plead- 
ing, 1,  2,  4,  5,  13,  30;  Promis- 
sory Note. 

CONSTITUTION. 

1.  The  Constitution  is  a  limitation 
upon  the  powers  of  the  legislative 
department  of  the  government; 
but  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  grant 
of  powers  to  the  other  depart- 
ments. Neither  the  executive  nor 
the  judiciary,  therefore,  can  exer- 
cise any  authority  or  power,  ex- 
cept such  as  is  clearly  granted  by 
the  Constitution.  The  People  v. 
Field,  "  79 

2.  Under  the  Constitution  of  the 
State  of  Illinois,  the  appointing 
power  has  not  the  power  of  removal 
from  office.  Ibid. 

3.  The  Governor  has  not  the  power, 
at  his  will  and  pleasure,  to  remove 
the  Secretary  of  State.  When  he 
is  once  appointed,  the  power  of 
appointment  is  suspended  until  a 
vacancy  occurs.  Ibid. 

4.  A  life  office  cannot  exist  under 
the  Constitution  of  Illinois.       Ibid. 

5.  When  the  Constitution  creates  an 
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office  and  leaves  the  tenure  unde- 
fined and  unlimited,  the  officer 
holds  during  good  behavior,  and 
until  the  legislature,  by  law,  limits 
the  tenure  to  a  term  of  years,  or 
authorizes  some  functionary  oT  the 
government  to  remove  the  officer 
at  will,  or  for  good  cause.  This 
power  the  legislature  has  an  un- 
doubted right  to  confer.  Ibid. 

6.  Legislative  construction,  although 
entitled  to  great  weight,  is  not 
binding  upon  courts.  Ibid. 

7.  It  is  a  general  rule  that  when  a 
Constitution  gives  a  general  pow- 
er, or  enjoins  a  duty,  it  also  gives, 
by  implication,  every  particular 
power  necessary  for  the  exercise 
of  the  one,  or  the  performance  of 
the  other.  But  this  rule  is  modi- 
fied by  this  other  rule,  that  where 
the  means  for  the  exercise  of  a 
granted  power  are  also  given,  no 
other  or  different  means  or  powers 
can  be  implied  either  on  account 
of  convenience,  or  of  being  more 
effectual.  Ibid. 

8.  The  settled  doctrine  is,  that  con- 
struction for  the  purpose  of  con- 
ferring power,  should  be  resorted 
to  with  great  caution,  and  only  for 
the  most  persuasive  reasons.     Ibid. 

9.  The  office  of  Secretary  of  State  is 
created  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
State  of  Illinois,  without  any  limi- 
tations to  its  duration;  it  conse- 
quently remains  so  until  the  legis- 
lature provides  one.  Ibid. 

10.  When  the  supreme  judicial  tri- 
bunal of  a  State  has  declared  what 
the  law  is  on  a  given  point,  when 
the  same  point  comes  again  in  hti- 
gation,  all  other  courts  in  the 
State  are  bound  to  conform  to  the 
decision.  Ibid. 

11.  §  1  and  2  of  article  1,  and  §  1  of 
article  3  of  the  State  Constitution, 
are  to  be  regarded  as  merely  de- 
claratory and  directory,  and  confer 
no  specific  powers.  Ibid. 
See    Criminal    Law,    6 ;    Elective 

Franchise  ;  License. 

CONSTRUCTION    OF    STAT- 
UTES. 

1.  Where  the  proceedings  are  ex 
parte  and  i?i  rem,  there  must  be  a 
strict  conformity  with  the  statute. 
Lawrence  v.   Yeatman  et  al,  17 

2.  In  construing  statutes,  courts  are 


to  look  at  the  language  of  the 
whole  act ;  and  if  they  find,  in  any 
particular  clause,  an  expression 
not  so  large  and  extensive  in  its 
import,  as  those  used  in  other  parts 
of  the  same  statute,  if,  upon  a  view 
of  the  whole  act,  they  can  collect 
from  the  more  large  and  extensive 
expressions  used  in  other  parts, 
the  real  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture, it  is  their  duty  to  give  effect  to 
the  larger  expressions.  Mason  v. 
Finch,  225 

3.  The  act  of  1833,  in  relation  to  the 
recording  of  deeds,  &c.,  is  a  re- 
medial law,  and  is  not  retrospective 
in  its  operation.  A  court  will  nev- 
er give  to  a  law  such  an  operation, 
unless  compelled  to  do  so  by  lan- 
guage so  clear  and  explicit  as  to 
admit  of  no  other  interpretation. 
Robinson  v.  Rowan,  501 

4.  Courts  are  not  allowed,  by  settled 
principles  of  law,  to  enlarge,  by 
construction,  the  provisions  of  a 
penal   statute.     Raphe   v.  Morgan, 

563 

See  Action,  5  ;  Appeal  ;  Attach- 
ment ;  Bill  of  Exceptions  ; 
Chancery,  22 ;  Courts  ;  Crim- 
inal Law  ;  Deed  ;  Deposi- 
tion ;  Elective  Franchise  ; 
Execution  ;  Firing  Prari'es  ; 
Fraud  ;  Indictment  ;  Juris- 
diction; Justices  of  the 
Peace;  Pedler;  Petition  and 
Summons  ;  Right  of  way  ; 
School  Fund  ;  Sheriff  ;  Tres- 
pass ;  Will. 

CONTINUANCE. 

1.  Where  in  an  action  of  assumpsit, 
the  defendant  made  affidavit  that 
he  could  not  safely  proceed  to  trial 
without  the  testimony  of  an  absent 
witness;  and  that  he  expected  to 
prove  by  said  witness,  that  the 
"plaintiff  was  to  give  said  defend- 
ant $150,  for  one  half  of  the  claim 
mentioned  in  said  defendant's  ac- 
count of  set-off;"  and  that  a  sub- 
poena issued  to  the  sheriff  of  De 
Kalb  county,  in  which  the  witness 
had  formerly  resided,  and,  said  de- 
fendant had  been  informed  b}'^  the 
coroner  of  said  county,  that  there 
was  no  sheriff  of  said  county,  and 
that  the  coroner  received  the  sub- 
poena, and  made  search  for  the 
witness,  but  could  not  find  him,  as 
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he  had  removed  from  the  county, 
unknown  to  the  defendant ;  and 
that  the  defendant  knew  of  no 
other  witness  whose  attendance 
could  be  procured  at  the  term  of 
the  court  then  sitting,  by  whom  he 
could  prove  the  same  facts;  and 
that  he  expected  to  procure  the 
attendance  of  the  witness  at  tlie 
next  term,  and  that  the  affidavit 
was  not  made  for  delay,  but  that 
justice  might  be  done  ;  and  moved 
the  Court  for  a  continuance  of  tlie 
cause,  which  tlie  Court  denied : 
Held^  that  the  decision  was  erro- 
neous.    Adams  v.  Colton,  73 

2.  Semble,  That  a  cause  may  be  con- 
tinued, for  a  refusal  or  omission  to 
file  a  copy  of  the  account  declared 
on.     Kimball  v.  Kentj  218 

3.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory 
note,  issue  was  taken  upon  the 
allegations  in  the  defendants'  plea, . 
that  the  plaintiff  agreed  with  the 
defendants,  that  the  note  w^as  not 
to  be  paid  until  satisfaction  'should 
be  entered  of  record  upon  a  cer- 
tain mortgage  mentioned  in  the 
plea,  and  that  one  Lemon  was  to 
enter  satisfaction  upon  the  mort- 
gage, and  that  the  note  was  exe- 
cuted in  consideration  of  such 
agreement.  A  motion  was  made 
to  continue  the  cause  on  account 
of  the  absence  of  a  witness  by 
whom  the  defendants  expected  to 
prove  their  defence,  founded  upon 
an  affidavit  that  the  defence  could 
not  be  proved  so  fully  by  any  other 
witness,  or  witnesses;  that  a  sub- 
poena was  issued  for  the  witness, 
which  was  returned  "not  found," 
but  that  said  witness  would  have 
been  present  at  the  Court,  had  it 
not  been  that  his  son  was  lying 
sick,  at  the  point  of  death,  in  an- 
other county,  where  the  witness 
had  gone ;  and  that  the  affiant  ex- 
pected to  obtain  the  attendance  of 
the  witness  at  the  next  term  :  J3eW, 
that  the  continuance  should  have 
been  granted.  Allen  et  al.  v.  Doivn- 
ing,  455 

4.  A  continuance  will  be  granted, 
where  a  material  witness  is  ab- 
sent, whose  attendance  could  not 
be  procured  by  subpoena,  where 
the  cause  of  his  inability  to  attend 
is  such  that  an  attachment  for  con- 
tempt of  Court  would  not  be  issued 
against   him   for  failing  to  obey  a 


subpoena;  and  in  such  case,  it  is 
immaterial  whether  a  subpoena  has 
been  issued  or  not.  Ihid. 

5.  An  affidavit  for  a  continuance  of  a 
cause,  on  account  of  the  absence 
of  a  material  witness,  made  at  a 
term  of  the  Court  after  a  continu- 
ance of  the  cause  had  been  had 
on  account  of  the  absence  of  a 
writness  by  whom  the  same  facts 
could  be  proved,  stated  that  the 
witness  was  subpoenaed,  and  when 
subpoenaed  resided  in  Scott  county 
(an  adjoining  county  to  the  one 
where  the  suit  was  pending,)  but 
that  he  resided  at  the  time  of  the 
application  for  a  continuance,  in 
the  county  of  Greene;  and  that 
the  witness  had  promised  to  be 
present  at  Court,  but  it  also  ap- 
peared that  on  the  16th  of  May, 
(the  trial  being  had  on  the  26th  of 
June,)  the  party  applying  for  a  con- 
tinuance had  made  affidavit  in  the 
clerk's  office,  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  the  witness'  deposition  : 
Held,  that  sufficient  cause  for  a 
continuance  was  not  shown.  Afc- 
Connel  v.  Johnson,  527 

See  Amendment,  3,  4. 

CONTRACT. 

1.  Where  C,  E.,  &  Co.  relet  a  por- 
tion of  their  contract  to  grade  a 
section  of  a  rail  road  to  H.,  the 
work  to  be  done  according  to  the 
plans  and  specifications  in  the  rail 
road  office,  and  under  the  direction 
of  the  engineer,  &c.,  of  the  road, 
and  of  C,  E.,  &  Co.,  H.  agreeing 
to  conform  in  all  respects  to  the 
contract  of  C,  E.,  &  Co.  with  the 
Commissioner,  except  as  to  price, 
for  which  H.  was  to  be  paid  a  cer- 
tain sum  per  yard  for  embankment, 
and  the  same  price  per  yard  for  ex- 
cavation, to  be  paid  on  the  estimate 
of  the  engineer,  according  to  C,  E., 
&  Co's  contract  with  the  Com- 
missioner: Held,  that  H.  was  not 
entitled  to  pay  for  any  embank- 
ment or  excavation  not  allowable 
to  C,  E.,  &  Co.,  under  their  con- 
tract with  the  Commissioner.  Reed 
et  al.  V.  Hohbs,  300 

2.  Nothing  is  more  certain  than  that, 
where  terms  of  art  are  used  in 
contracts,  if  there  be  any  doubt  as 
to  the  sense  in  which  they  are 
used  and  ought  to  be  applied,  re- 
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sort  is  to  be  had  to  the  opinion  of 
professional  nnen,  to  ascertain  the 
technical  meaning  attached  to 
them,  by  those  most  conversant 
with  their  use.  Ibid. 

3.  The  time  fixed  for  the  perform- 
ance of  a  contract,  is,  at  law, 
deemed  of  the  essence  of  the  con- 
tract; and. if  the  seller  is  notable 
and  ready  to  perform  his  part  of 
the  agreement  on  that  day,  the 
purchaser  may  elect  to  consider 
the  contract  at  an  end.  Tyler  v. 
Young  et  al,  447 

See  Action,  1 ;  Common  Carrier  ; 
Evidence,  31,  32  ;  Fraud  ; 
Guaranty  ;  Instructions,  3, 
4  ;  Jurisdiction  ;  Mechanic's 
Lien  ;  Practice,  32  ;  War- 
ranty. 

CONVEYANCE. 

See  Promissory  Note,  22,  24 ; 
Right  of  Way,  2 ;    Trespass,  2. 

CORPORATION. 

1.  In  suits  by  corporations  the  same 
rules  prevail  as  in  suits  by  natural 
persons.  Process  in  favor  of  a 
corporation  can  be  sent  out  of  the 
county  where  the  suit  is  commen- 
ced, only  in  such  cases  as  it  might 
be  so  sent  in  suits  in  favor  of  per- 
sons. Holbrook  v.  Peoria  Bridge 
Co.,  32 

2.  A  body  corporate  can  act  only  in 
the  mode  prescribed  by  the  law 
creating  it.     Kenzie  v.  Chicago,  188 

3.  A  lease,  executed  by  the  "  Trus- 
tees of  the  town  of  Chicago," 
without  the  corporate  seal,  is  void. 

lUd. 

4.  The  mode  of  assenting  to,  and 
authenticating,  the  acts  of  a  corpo- 
rate body,  which  uses  a  seal,  is  to 
affix  the  seal,  with  a  declaration, 
that  it  is  the  seal  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  to  verify  the  act  by  the 
signatures  of  the  president  and 
secretary.  Ibid. 

5.  Where  the  plaintiff  alleged  in  his 
declaration,  in  an  action  of  cove- 
nant, that  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
fendants, a  corporation  by  the 
name  of  the  Board  of  Commission- 
ers of  the  Illinois  and  Michigan 
Canal,  "entered  into  certain  arti- 
cles of  agreement,  sealed  with  the 
seal  of  the  plaintiff,  and  sealed  by 


the  said  defendants,  by  W.  B.  Ar- 
cher, the  Acting  Commissioner  of 
the  said  Board,"  and  then  set  out 
the  agreement  in  hcec  verba,  and 
alleged  a  performance  of  the  same 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff;  to 
which  the  defendants  pleaded  non 
est  factum,  without  verifying  the 
plea  by  affidavit:  Held,  that  the 
power  of  the  defendants  to  make 
the  contract  could  not  be  ques- 
tioned under  the  pleadings,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  might  prove,  by 
parol,  the  execution  of  the  contract. 
Holcomb  V.  Illinois  and  Michigan 
Canal  23 i 

6.  Semble,  That  it  is  not  necessary  in 
a  declaration  by  a  corporation,  to 
aver  the  corporate  existence,  or  to 
plead    the    act    of     incorporation. 

•  Bank  of  Washtenaw  v.  Montgom- 
ery, 427 

7.  Nothing  is  better  settled,  than  that 
the  corporations  may  institute  suits 
in  the  courts  of  other  States  and 
countries,  than  those  under  whose 
laws  they  may  have  been  estab- 
lished. Ibid. 

See  Bank;  Indictment,  4,  5. 

COUNTERFEITING. 
See  Indictment,  1,  2,  4,  5,  6,  8. 

COURT  OF  PROBATE. 

See  Evidence,  29 ;  Will. 

COURTS. 

1.  Legislative  construction,  although 
entitled  to  great  weight,  is  not 
binding  upon  courts.  The  People 
V.  Field,  79 

2.  When  the  supreme  judicial  tribu- 
nal of  a  State  has  declared  what 
the  law  is  on  a  given  point,  when 
the  same  point  comes  again  in  liti- 
gation, all  other  courts  in  the  State 
are  bound  to  conform  to  the  deci- 
sion. Ibid. 

3.  Semble,  That  a  Supreme  Court 
will  never  compel  an  inferior  court 
to  do  an  act  in  regard  to  which  the 
inferior  court  is  vested  with  a  judi- 
cial discretion.  The  people  v, 
Pearson,  204 

4.  If  a  Court  is  held  at  a  time  unau- 
thorized by  law,  all  its  judgments 
and  proceedings  of  such  term,  are 
without  warrant  of  law,  and  conse- 
quently void.  Qalusha  v.  Butter- 
field  et  al,  227 
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5.  The  Circuit  Courts  are  not  inferior 
courts,  in  the  common  law  sense  of 
that  term,  but  are  superior  courts 
of  general  jurisdiction.  Beaubien  v. 
Brincherhoff, 

6.  A  judge  of  a  Circuit  Court  has  no 
authority  to  appoint  a  special  term 
of  a  Court  to  commence  at  a  time 
when  he  is  required  by  law  to  hold 
Court  in  another  county.  Archer 
V.  Ross,  304 

7.  Reasonable  notice  should  be  given 
of  the  time  of  holding  a  special 
terra  of  a  Circuit  Court.  Ihid. 

8.  Semhie,  That  a  judge  of  a  Circuit 
Court,  in  appointing  a  special  term, 
should  conform  to  §  5  of  the  act  of 
1837.  Ibid. 

9.  A  Circuit  Court  existed  in  Boone 
county,  as  soon  as  a-  clerk  was  ap- 
pointed by  the  judge  of  the  circuit, 
although  the  latter  failed  to  appoint 
the  time  for  holding  the  Court. 
Scammon  v.  Cline.  456 

See   Execution,    3  ;    Jurisdiction  ; 
Mandamus. 

COVENANT. 

1.  The  plea  of  covenants  performed, 
in  an  action  to  recever  pay  for 
work  done,  admits  nothing  more 
than  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover 
nominal  damages.  Reed  et  al.  v. 
Hohhs,  300 

2.  The  measure  of  damages,  in  an 
action  for  a  failure  to  convey  land 
according  to  covenant,  is  the  value 
of  the  land  at  the  time  the  con- 
veyance was  to  be  made.  McKee 
V.  Brandon,  344 

3.  In  an  action  of  covenant  to  recov- 
er the  price  stipulated  for  building 
a  mill  dam,  which  the  plaintiff 
covenanted  to  fill  in  with  "rock 
and  gravel,"  in  a  proper  m^anner, 
so  as  to  keep  the  dam  safe  and 
tight,  the  plaintiff,  in  his  declrra- 
tion,  alleged  that  the  defendant 
directed  what  "  rock  and  gravel '' 
should  be  used,  and  that  the  same 
were  used,  and  the  dam  made  as 
close  and  tight  as  it  could  be  made 
•with  such  materials.  The  defend- 
ant pleaded  that  he  did  not  desig- 
nate the  materials,  and  direct  them 
to  be  put  into  the  dam.  Upon  this 
plea  issue  was  taken.  Upon  the 
trial,  the  defendant  moved  the 
Court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  said 


issue  was  immaterial,  and  to  be 
disregarded  by  them,  which  the 
Court  refused:  Held,  that  the  refusal 
was  correct.  Ihid. 

4.  In  ah  action  of  covenant,  where 
the  declaration  alleged  an  exten- 
sion of  time  for  the  performance  of 
the  contract,  and  issue  was  taken 
upon  the  allegations  iri  the  defend- 
ant's pleas,  that  the  defendant  did 
not  extend  the  time  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  contract,  and  that 
the  contract  was  notr  performed 
within  the  time  of  extension  :  IMd, 
that  under  these  pleas  the  defend- 
ant admitted  that  the  plaintiff  had 
performed  his  covenant,  in  all  re- 
spects, except  as  to  the  extending 
the  time  of  performance.  Ihid. 

CREDITOR. 

See  Debtor. 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 

1.  On  a  trial  for  bigamy,  a  copy  of 
the  marriage  license  and  certificate 
of  the  officer  or  person  solemnizing 
the  marriage,  properly  authentica- 
ted by  the  clerk  of  the  County 
Commissioners'  Court,  in  whose 
office  the  original  license  and  cer- 
tificate were  filed,  is  admissible  in 
evidence  to  prove  such  marriage. 
Jackson  v.  The  People,  232 

2.  Under  the  statute  of  Illinois,  it  is 
optional  with  the  prosecuting  at- 
torney, whether  to  use  the  mar- 
riage license  and  certificate  or  other 
record  evidence,  or  to  prove  the 
marriage  by  such  other  evidence  as 
is  admissible  to  prove  a  marriage  in 
other  cases.  Ihid. 

3.  Objections  to  the  mode  of  sum- 
moning 4  a  grand  or  petit  jury, 
should  be  taken  by  challenge  of 
the  array,  or  by  motion  to  quash 
the  indictment,  founded  upon  affi- 
davit of  some  irregularity.  Such 
objections  cannot  be  incorporated 
into  the  record  of  a  cause,  unless 
raised  in  one  of  these  ways.  Ob- 
jections of  this  nature  cannot  be 
taken  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
Stone  V.  The  People;  328 

4.  Where,  upon  a  trial  for  murder, 
a  jury  was  empannelled,  and  the 
trial  of  the  cause  commenced,  and 
a  part  of  the  witnesses  examined, 
an  alien  having  been  sworn  upon 
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the  jury;  and  the  prosecuting  at- 
torney, upon  learning  the  fact  of 
alienage,  (both  he  and  (he  Court 
having  been  ignorant  of  the  fact,) 
moved  that  the  juror  be  withdrawn 
and  discharged,  and  that  a  new 
juror  be  sworn  in  his  place,  which 
motion  was  granted :  Held^  that 
the  proceedings  were  regular. 
Held,  also,  that  the  overruling  of 
the  motion  of  the  prisoner,  to  dis- 
charge the  eleven  other  jurors, 
was  not  erroneous.  Ihid. 

5.  The  enumeration  of  causes  for 
summoning  a  new  grand  jury,  or 
talesmen,  in  the  act  relative  to 
jurors,  ought  not  to  be  considered 
as  abridging  the  powers  possessed 
by  the  Circuit  Court,  at  common 
law ;  and  an  order  directing  the 
empannelling  of  a  new  grand  jury, 
after  the  discharge  of  a  former 
one  by  the  Court,  is  a  proper  ex- 
ercise of  the  common  '  law  powers 
of  the  Court.  Ihid. 

6.  The  Constitution  of  this  State  has 
guarantied  a  public  as  well  as  an 
impartial  trial  to  persons  accused ; 
and  the  closing  of  the  doors  of  a 
court-room,  to  prevent  confusion 
arising  from  noise  and  disturbance, 
when  ingress  and  egress  are  not 
prevented,  or  for  a  temporary  pur- 
pose, where  existing  circumstan- 
ces eminently  require  it  to  be  done, 
but  not  for  the  purpose  of  exclud- 
ing any  one  connected  with  the 
trial,  does  not  render  the  trial 
private,  and  ought  not  to  be  ob- 
jected to.  Ihid. 

7.  An  objection  to  an  indictment  ibr 
murder,  because  it  does  not  con- 
tain a  particular  specification  of 
the  wounds  of  which  the  deceased 
died,  cannot  be  taken,  unless  made 
upon  motion  to  quash;  and  even 
then,  it  seems,  it  would  not  be 
valid.  Ihid. 

8.  The  Canal  Commissioners  had 
full  power  to  issue  checks  payable 
ninety  days  after  date,  and  the 
counterfeiting  of  such  checks  is 
forgery,  under  §  73  of  the  Criminal 
Code.      Crofts  v.  The  People,      444 

9.  Equally  so,  under  §  77  of  the  same 
Code,  is  the  passing  of  such  checks, 
knowing  them  to  be  false  and 
counterfeited,  with  intent  to  de- 
fraud, Ihid. 


See  Indictment. 
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CUTTING  TREES. 
See  Trespass,  11,  12. 

DAMAGES. 

1.  The  measure  of  damages,  in  an 
action  for  a  failure  to  convey  land 
according  to  covenant,  is  the  val- 
ue of  the  land  at  the  time  the  con- 
veyance was  to  be  made.  McKee 
V.  Btxmdon,  344. 

2.  In  an  action  by  the  assignee 
against  an  assignor  of  a  promisso- 
ry note,  the  measure  of  damages 
is  the  amount  paid  by  the  assignee. 
Raphe  v.  Morgan,  562 

See  Action  ;  Judgment  ;  Plead- 
ing, 20;  Practice,  27;  Eight 
of  Way. 

DEATH. 

See  Abatement,  3;  Ejectment, 
1,2. 

DEBT. 

1.  Debt  is  a  proper  form  of  action  on 

a   replevin    bond.     Manning    et   al. 

V.  Pierce,  6 

See    Judgment,     9;    Petition    and 

Summons,    6;  Trespass,    11,    12. 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 

1.  A  debtor  may  prefer  one  creditor, 
pay  him  fully,  and  thus  exhaust 
his  whole  property,  leaving  nothing 
for  others  equally  meritorious.  He 
may  also  partially  pay  a  portion  of 
his  creditors,  in  unequal  payments, 
and  wholly  neglect  his  other  cred- 
itors; yet  the  law  will  not  disturb 
such  disposition  of  his  property. 
Cross  V.  Bryant  et  al,  43 

2.  Where  two  persons  are  jointly  in- 
debted to  a  third,  either  has  a  right 
to  pay  the  debt,  and  call  on  his  co- 
debtor  to  repay  his  moiety.  The 
payment  may  be  proved  by  either 
the  verbal  or  written  confession  of 
the  person  to  whom  the  payment 
ought  to  be  made;  and  his  receipt 
is  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
payment  has  been  made.  Bcdlance 
V.  Frishy  et  al,  65 

See     Assignment;     Chancery,     15, 
16;  Payjient,  2. 

DECEASE. 
See  Ejectment,  1,  2. 
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DECLARATION. 

See  Pleading. 

DEED. 

1.  Under  the  act  of  1819,  the  certi- 
ficate of  the  acknowledgment  of 
a  deed  was  in  the  following  words : 
"  State  of  Illinois,  Morgan  County, 

March,  1825. 
"  This  day  personally  appeared 
Thomas  Arnett  and  his  wife, 
Caycah,  before  me,  James  Deaton, 
one  of  the  acting  justices  of  me 
peace  for  said  county,  and  ac- 
knowledged the  due  execution  of 
the  within  to  be  their  free  act  and 
deed,  for  the  within  purposes  there- 
in named.  Given  under  my  hand 
and  seal,  day  and  date  above  writ- 
ten. 

James  Deaton,  J.  P.  [seal.]  " 
Held,  that  the  certificate  was  suffi- 
cient to  entitle  the  deed  to  be  re- 
corded, and  to  be  read  in  evidence 
as  the  deed  of  Arnett;  but  that  it 
would  not  be  sufficient,  if  off'ered 
in  evidence  to  bar  the  wife's  dow- 
er.    Ayres  v.  Mc  Connel  et  al.,      308 

2.  A  deed  is  valid,  as  between  the 
parties  to  it,  without  being  ac- 
knowledged and  recorded;  and  in 
an  action  between  them,  a  court 
has  no  right  to  assume  that  there 
is  a  subsequent  purchaser  or  mort- 
gagee, so  as  to  render  it  fraudulent 
and  void  under  the  statute.  Sem- 
ple  V.  Miles.  317 

3.  A  deed,  acknowledged  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  is  entitled  to 
be  recorded  only  in  the  county 
where  the  justice  resides,  and  the 
land  lies,  unless  the  certificate  of 
the  clerk  of  the  county  is  append- 
ed to  it.  Ibid. 

4.  Under  the  statute  of  this  State,  it 
is  sufficient  for  the  officer  taking 
an  acknowledgment  of  the  mak- 
ing of  a  deed,  to  certif}',  in  his 
certificate,  that  the  grantor  per- 
sonally came  before  liim,  and  ac- 
knowledged the  deed  to  be  his  vol- 
untary act  and  deed,  for  the  uses 
and  purposes  therein  mentioned; 
and  that  the  grantor  was  personal- 
ly known  to  the  officer,  to  be  the 
same  person  that  executed  the 
deed,  and  the  identical  T.  A.  of 
the  county  where  the  deed  was 
executed  ; — and  such  a  certificate 
entitles   tie  deed,  when   recorded, 


to  be  read  in  evidence,  without 
proof  of  its  execution.  Mc  Connel 
V.  Beed,  374 

5.  A  deed,  whether  it  be  acknowl- 
edged and  recorded  or  not,  is 
valid  between  the  parties.         Ibid. 

6.  Where  a  deed  is  unrecorded,  its 
execution  may  be  proved  by  a  sub- 
scribing witness,  and  upon  such 
proof  being  made,  it  is  admissible 
in  evidence.  Ibid. 

7.  Under  the  acts  of  1827  and  1829, 
in  relation  to  the  recording  of 
deeds,  bona  fide  subsequent  pur- 
chasers and  mortgagees  only  are 
protected  against  the  operation  of 
an  unrecorded  deed.  Robinson  v. 
Rowan,  5()1 

8.  A  bo7ia  fide  purchaser  is  one  with- 
out notice  of  a  prior  claim  or  in- 
cumbrance. Ibid. 

9.  The  object  of  the  recording  law 
is  to  furnish  notice,  but  in  default 
of  recording,  the  purposes  of  the 
law  are  effected  by  notice  in  any 
other  manner.  Ibid. 

10.  No  difference  exists  between  a 
purchaser  at  private  sale,  and  one 
at  a  sheriff"'s  sale.  Ibid. 

11.  B.,  on  the  11th  of  December, 
1832,  sold  and  conveyed  a  tract  of 
land  to  R.,  and  R.  neglected  to 
have  his  deed  recorded  until  De- 
cember 11th,  1833.  At  the  time 
the  conveyance  was  made  to  R,, 
the  statute  made  unrecorded  deeds 
void  only  as  to  boia  fide  subsequent 
purchasers  or  mortgagees,  and 
then  only  after  the  expiration  of 
six  months  from  their  execution. 
On  the  18th  of  January,  1833,  an 
act  was  passed,  requiring  that  from 
and  after  the  first  day  of  August 
then  next,  all  deeds  and  other  ti- 
tle papers,  which  are  required  to 
be  recorded,  should  take  effect 
and  be  in  force  from  and  after  the 
filing  of  the  same  for  record,  and 
not  before,  as  to  all  creditors  and 
subsequent  purchasers,  without 
notice ;  and  all  such  deeds  and 
title  papers  should  be  adjudged 
void  as  to  all  such  creditors  and 
subsequent  purchasers,  without 
notice,  until  the  same  should  be 
filed  for  record  in  the  county 
where  the  said  lands  may  lie.  On 
the  10th  of  September,  1833,  H. 
recovered  a  judgment  against  B., 
under  which  the  land  conveyed  to 
R.  was  sold,  and  purchased  by  K. 
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At  the  sale,  the  sheriff  gave 
notice  of  K.'s  deed :  Held,  that  R.'a 
deed  took  effect  under  the  law  in 
force  at  the  time  of  its  execution, 
and  that  the  act  of  1833  could  not 
affect  it.  Ihid. 

12.  The  act  of  1833,  in  relation  to 
the  recording  of  deeds,  &c.,  is  a 
remedial  law,  and  is  not  retrospec- 
tive in  is  operation.  A  court  will 
never  give  to  a  law  such  an  opera- 
tion, unless  compelled  to  do  so 
by  language  so  clear  and  explicit 
as  to  admit  of  no  other  interpreta- 
tion. Ihid. 

13.  There  can  be  no  question  but 
that  it  is  competent  for  a  party  to 
show  a  different  consideration, 
from  the  one  stated  in  the  deed, 
as  between  the  parties  to  it,  under 
peculiar  circumstances.  Kinzie  v. 
Penrose,  520 

14.  There  are  several  exceptions  to 
the  general  rule  of  evidence,  that 
a  party  cannot  contradict  his 
deed,  or  enter  into  proof  of  any 
other  consideration  than  that  ex- 
pressed in  the  deed.  These  ex- 
ceptions prevail  in  cases  of  fraud, 
mistake,  imposition  or  ot)pression ; 
and  in  cases  where  deeds  have 
been  entered  into  upon  secret 
trusts  between  the  parties.        Ihid. 

15.  When  a  deed  is  acknowledged 
and  recorded,  it  is  properly  ad- 
mitted in  evidence  without  proof 
of  its  execution.  McGonnell  v. 
Johnson,  527 

See  Evidence,  3,  4. 

DELIVERY. 

See  Fraud. 

DEMURRER. 

See  Pleading. 

DEMURRER  TO  EVIDENCE. 

1.  A  demurrer  to  evidence  must 
state  facts,  and  not  merely  the  evi- 
dence conducing  to  prove  them. 
One  party  cannot  insist  upon  the 
other  party's  joining  in  demurrer, 
without  distinctly  admitting,  upon 
the  record,  every  fact  and  every 
conclusion,  which  the  evidence 
given  for  his  adversary,  conduced 
to  prove.  Dorinudy  v.  State  Bank 
of  Illinois,  244 


2.  Where  a  party  has  been  compel- 
led to  join  in  demurrer  to  evidence, 
and  the  party  demurring  has  not 
admitted  upon  the  record,  the  facts 
and  conclusions  which  the  evi- 
dence tended  to  prove,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  below,  if  for 
the  demurrant,  will  be  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded.  Ihid. 

3.  In  an  action  by  the  State  Bank  of 
Ilhnois  against  the  maker  of  a 
promissory  note,  the  objection  that 
the  charter  of  the  corporation  has 
not  been  given  in  evidence,  can- 
not be  taken  on  a  demurrer  to  evi- 
dence. Such  an  objection,  if  valid, 
should  be  taken  on  a  motion  for  a 
non-suit.  Gilham  v.  State  Bank  of 
Illinois,  250 

4.  The  practice  of  resorting  to  a  de- 
murrer to  evidence,  where  the  de- 
fendant discovers  some  inadvertence 
or  oversight  of  the  plaintiff,  ought 
not  to  be  encouraged.  Ibid. 

5.  Where  a  mistake  is  made  by  the 
jury  in  the  assessment  of  damages, 
the  remedy  is  by  applying  to  the 
Court  for  a  new  trial.  Such  mis- 
take cannot  be  urged  on  a  demur- 
rer to  evidence;  nor  can  the  in- 
sufficiency of  the  declaration  be 
taken  advantage  of  on  such  a  de- 
murrer. Ihid. 

6.  In  demurrers  to  evidence,  the  de- 
murrer and  joinder  must  appear 
upon  paper;  the  practice  of  mere- 
ly stating  in  the  record  that  there 
was  a  demurrer  and  joinder,  is  too 
loose  to  be  tolerated.  Creach  v. 
Taylor.  277 

DEPOSITION. 

1.  It  is  a  sufficient  compliance  with 
the  statute  requiring  the  names  of 
parties  litigant  to  be  endorsed  on 
depositions,  to  endorse  the  names 
of  the  firms.  Forsyth  et  al.  v.  Bax- 
ter et  al.,  12 

2.  Where  a  Dedimus,  or  Commission 
to  take  depositions,  is  not  directed 
to  particuhir  persons,  as  Commis- 
sioners, if  the  depositions  are 
taken  before  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
his  official  character  should  be 
certified  under  the  seal  of  a  court 
of  record,  in  the  place  where  the 
depositions  are  taken,  or  under  the 
great  seal  of  the  State.  But  the 
admission  in  evidence  of  deposi- 
tions   not   so   certified,    cannot   be 
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assigned  for  error,  where  their  con- 
tents do  not  relate  to  matters  mate- 
rial to  the  point  in  issue.  Wheeler 
V.  Shields,  350 

DILIGEN'CE. 

See  Continuance;  Firing  Prai- 
ries ;  GrUARANTY ;  Promitsory 
Note. 

DISCEETIOK 

See  Amendment,  1,  2;  Plead- 
ing,   11,    12,   25;    Practice,  25, 

44. 


DOWER. 


yiS'ee  Deed. 


EJECTMENT. 

1.  In  the  trial  of  an  action  of  eject- 
ment, proof  of  the  decease  of  one 
of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  or 
that  no  such  person  ever  existed, 
is  inadmissible ;  the  death  of  one 
or  all  of  the  lessors,  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  would  not 
abate  the  action.  Coleman  v.  Hen- 
derson et  al.,  252 

2.  If  an  action  of  ejectment  should 
be  commenced  on  a  demise  from 
a  deceased  person,  the  proper 
course  would  be  to  apply  to  the 
Court,  on  affidavit,  to  strike  such 
demise  from  the  declaration.      Ibid. 

3.  Where,  in  an  action  of  ejectmenf, 
the  proof  showed  that  the  defend- 
ant was  in  possession  of  only  seven- 
ty-three acres  off  of  the  north  part 
of  the  land  described  in  the  declar- 
ation, and  the  verdict  of  the  jury 
and  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
were  rendered  against  the  defend- 
ant, for  the  whole  tract  of  land  con- 
taining one  hundred  and  sixty 
acres:  ITeld,  that  there  was  no 
error.  Ibid. 

4.  A  judgment  in  ejectment  is  a  re- 
covery of  possession,  without  preju- 
dice to  the  right.  Ibid. 

5.  Semble,  That  should  a  party,  un- 
der his  writ  of  habere  facias  pos- 
sessionem, take  possession  of  more 
land  than  was  recovered  by  the 
verdict  of  the  jury,  or  should  he 
attempt  to  disturb  the  possession 
of  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  suit, 
the  Court  would,  in  a  summary 
manner,  enquire  into  the  facts  and 
grant  a  writ  of  restitution.        Ibid. 


6.  In  ejectment,  where  the  tenant 
enters  into  the  consent  rule,  and 
is  made  defendant,  instead  of  the 
casual  ejector,  it  is  error  to  pro- 
ceed to  trial  and  judgment  against 
him,  without  filing  a  declaration 
against  him ;  and  his  pleading  to 
the  original  declaration  against 
the  casual  ejector,  will  not  cure 
the  error.  Ayres  v.  McConnel  et 
al.,  308 ;    Harney  et  al.  v.  Laviborn, 

481 

7.  A  person  ought  not  to  be  made  a 
lessor  in  an  action  of  ejectment, 
who  has  no  subsisting  title. 
This  is  the  general  rule.  If  there 
be  an  exception  to  it,  the  case 
containing  the  exception  ought  to 
be  clearly  and  specifically  stated 
to  the  Court,  and  the  necessity  of 
the  exception  shown.  Where  a 
person  is  improperly  made  a  lessor 
in  an  action  of  ejectment,  the  de- 
mise from  him  will,  on  motion,  be 
stricken  from  the  declaration.  Mc- 
Connel v.  Johnson,  527 

8.  Where  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant  in  an  action  of 
ejectment,  both  claim  title  through 
the  same  party,  it  is  unnecessary  to 
show  that  party's  title,  unless  dis- 
puted ;  and  the  refusal  of  the  Court 
to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  show  how 
such  party  acquired  his  title,  is  not 
error.  Ibid. 

ELECTIVE     FRANCHISE. 

1.  Under  the  statute  of  the  State  of 
Illinois,  every  white  male  inhabit- 
ant of  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  who  has  resided  in  the  State 
six  months  immediately  preceding 
any  general  election,  is  entitled  to 
vote  at  such  election,  and  the 
judges  of  election  are  compelled 
to  receive  his  vote.  Sj>7-agins  v. 
Houghton,  413 

2.  The- question,  whether  the  person 
offering  to  vote  is  an  unnatural- 
ized foreigner  or  a  citizen,  the 
judges  of  election  have  no  right 
to  investigate,  under  the  exist- 
ing laws.  If  such  person  takes 
the  oath  prescribed  in  the  law,  the 
duty  is  imperative  upon  the  judges, 
to  receive  his  vote,  unless  the  oath 
is  proved  to  be  false.  Ibid. 

3.  The  question  whether  the  person 
offering  his  vote  is  an  inhabitant, 
and  entitled  to   the   right  of   suf- 
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frage,  within  the  meaning  of  that 
■word  in  the  Constitution,  is  not  a 
SLibjecct  of  enquiry  by  the  judges 
of  tlie  election.  Ibid. 

4.  Tliere  is  no  ambiguity  in  the  word 
resident.  Every  man  is  a  resident 
who  has  taken  up  his  permanent 
abode  in  the  State.  Ihid. 

5.  It  is  only  when  the  judge  of  the 
election  allows  the  exercise  of  the 
elective  franchise  by  one  whose 
right  he  suspects,  or  whose  vote 
is  challenged,  without  tendering 
the  oath  prescribed  by  the  statute, 
that  the  judge  violates  his  duty. 
He  does  not  subject  himself  to  the 
penalty  for  receiving  an  illegal 
vote,  by  admitting  an  alien  to  vote 
who  has  resided  in  the  State  six 
months  immediately  preceding  an 
election,  and  who  is  a  resident 
of  the  county  where  his  vote  is 
received,  and  who  is  a  free  white 
male  inhabitant  of  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years.  Ihid. 

Per  Smith,  Justice : 

6.  Each  State  has  the  undoubted  right 
to  prescribe  the  qualifications  of  its 
own  voters.  And  it  is  equally 
clear,  that  the  act  of  naturalization 
does  not  confer  on  the  individual 
naturalized,  the  right  to  exercise 
the  elective  franchise.  The  quali- 
fication which  the  voter  is  required 
to  possess,  in  a  Congressional  elec- 
tion, depends  entirely  on  the  laws 
of  the  State  in  which  the  elective 
franchise  is  exercised,  and  is  pure- 
ly dependent  on  the  municipal 
regulations    of    the    State.      Idem. 

395 

7.  The  term  inhabitant  is  derived 
from  the  Latin  habito,  and  signi- 
fies to  live  in,  to  dwell  in  ;  and  is 
applied,  exclusively,  to  one  who 
lives  in  a  place,  and  has  there  a 
fixed  and  legal  settlement.  The 
residence,  however,  is  to  be  bona 
fide^  and  not  casual   or  temporary. 

Idem.  396 

8.  To  determine  the  qualification  of 
an  elector  in  this  State,  it  would 
seem  to  be  wholly  unnecessary  to 
enquire  whether  the  e-lector  was  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States.    Ibid. 

9.  Unless  the  legislature  shall  make 
citizenship  an  indisputable  qualifi- 
cation to  the  enjoyment  of  the 
elective  franchise,  and  the  Consti- 


tution clearly  'admits  of  the  exer- 
cise of  that  power  by  that  body, 
the  Supreme  Court  cannot  add 
such  a  pre-requisite  by  construc- 
tion.    Idem.  409 

ENCLOSURE. 

See  Trespass. 

ENDORSEMENT. 
See  Promissory  Note. 
EQUITY. 

^See  Chancery. 

ERR0R.1 

1.  A  motion  to  amend  a  bond  on  an 
appeal  from  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
in  a  case  of  forcible  detainer,  is 
addressed  to  the  sound  discretion 
of  the  Court,  and  its  decision  can- 
not be  assigned  for  error.  Harlan 
v.  Scott,  66 

2.  It  is  not  error  for  the  Court  to 
strike  from  the  files  a  plea,  filed 
without  leave,  after  a  defendant's 
demurrer  has  been  overruled  Con- 
radi  et  al.  v.  Evans  et  al,  186 

3.  A  plaintiff"  may  have  his  own 
judgment  reversed.  Teal  v.  Hus- 
sell  et  al.,  321 

4.  A  writ  of  error  will  lie  to  the 
Circuit  Court,  sitting  as  a  court 
of  chancery.  Greenup  v.  Porter  et 
al,  417 
See  Deposition,   2 ;    Ejectment,   6 ; 

Instructions  ;    Judgment. 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  A  leading  question  is  not  always 
objectionable.  Forsyth  et  al.  v. 
Baxter  et  al,  12 

2.  It  is  not  error  to  admit  in  evidence 
the  laws  of  another  State,  when 
they  are  like  our  own,  even  where 
there  is  no  averment  of  such  laws 
in  the  declaration.  Ibid. 

3.  It  is  not  error  to  exclude  parol 
evidence  of  a  contract  of  sale 
which  is  contained  in  a  deed  of 
assignment,  when  the  written  evi- 
dence could  be  produced.  Cross  v. 
Bryant  et  al,  42 

4.  The  Supreme  Court  will  not  infer 
that  a  deed  was  excluded  from  the 
jury  in  the  Court  below,  upon  the 
technical  ground  of  want  of  proof 
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of  its  due  execution,  unless  that 
reason  is  expressly  stated  in  the 
bill  of  exceptions.  Ihid. 

5.  Parol  proof  is  inadmissible,  in  an 
action  of  account,  to  show  that  the 
defendants  admitted  that  the  plain- 
tiffs were  tenants  in  common  with 
them,  of  the  premises,  for  an  ac- 
count of  the  rents  and  profits  of 
which  the  action  was  brought, 
while  written  evidence  existed, 
which  it  was  in  the  power  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  produce.  Bryant  et  al. 
V.  Smith  et  al.,  49 

6.  Where  two  persons  are  jointly- 
indebted  to  a  third,  either  has  a 
right  to  pay  the  debt,  and  call  on 
his  co-debtor  to  repay  his  moiety. 

,  The  payment  may  be  proved  by 
either  the  verbal  or  written  con- 
fession of  the  person  to  whom  the 
payment  ought  to  be  made;  and 
his  receipt  is  jjrima  facie  evidence 
that  the  payment  has  been  made. 
Ballance  v.  Frisby  et  at,  65 

7.  Where  the  plaintiff  declares  upon 
a  special  contract,  there  is  no  rule 
better  settled,  than  that  the  proof 
and  the  allegations  in  the  declara-^ 
tion  must  correspond.  Martin  v. 
Toncray,  216 

8.  A  declaration,  averring  that  the 
defendant  was  to  deliver  to  the 
plaintiff  the  pork  of  nineteen  hogs, 
is  not  sustained  by  proof  that  he 
was  to  deliver  to  him  all  the  pork 
he  could  spare.  Ihid. 

9.  A  declaration  alleged  that  the 
defendant  agreed  to  deliver  to  the 
plaintiff  the  pork  of  nineteen  hogs, 
and  on  the  trial  the  Court  in- 
structed the  jury,  at  the  instance 
of  the  plaintiff,  that  it  was  not  ne- 
cessary that  the  number  of  hogs 
to  be  delivered  should  be  proved  as 
alleged :  Held,  that  the  instruction 
was  erroneous.  Ihid. 

10.  Where  the  plaintiff  alleged  in 
his  declaration,  in  an  action  of 
covenant,  that  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendants,  a  corporation  by 
the  name  of  the  Board  of  Commis- 
sioners of  the  Illinois  and  Michi- 
gan Canal,  "entered  into  certain 
articles  of  agreement,  sealed  with 
the  seal  of  the  plaintiff,  and  sealed 
by  ^the  said  defendants,  by  W.  B. 
Archer,  ^the  Acting  Commissioner 
of  the  said  Board,"  and  then  set 
out  the  agreement  in  hcec  verha, 
and  alleged  a  performance  of  the 


same  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff; 
to  which  the  detendants  pleaded 
non  est  factum,  without  verifying 
the  plea  by  afiSdavit:  Held,  that 
the  power  of  the  defendants  to 
make  the  contract  could  not  be 
questioned  under  the  pleadings, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  might  prove, 
by  parol,  the  execution  of  the  con- 
tract. Holcomb  v.  Illinois  and  Michi- 
gan Canal,  231 

11.  In  an  action  by  the  plaintiff,  to 
recover  the  contents  of  notes  al- 
leged to  have  been  lost  or  con- 
sumed by  fire,  it  is  not  competent 
for  him  to  introduce  his  own  testi- 
mony to  the  jury,  to  prove  their 
loss,  in  order  to  admit  secondaiy 
evidence  of  their  contents.  The 
proper  course  is,  to  present  to  the 
Court  an  affidavit  of  the  loss,  and 
then  secondary  evidence  may  be 
admitted  of  the  contents  of  the 
notes  or  bills.  Dormady  v.  State 
Bank  of  Illinois,  244 

12.  The  English  practice,  requiring 
a  party  to  gire  notice  of  the  loss 
or  destruction  of  a  bill  or  note,  in 
order  to  maintain  an  action  to  re- 
cover its  contents,  has  never  been 
introduced  into  this  country.  Such 
notice  is  not  necessary.  Ihid. 

13.  A  demurrer  to  evidence  must 
state  facts,  and  not  merely  the 
evidence  conducing  to  prove  them. 
One  party  cannot  insist  upon  the 
other  party's  joining  in  demurrer, 
without  distinctly  admitting,  upon 
the  record,  every  fiact  and  eveiy 
conclusion,  which  the  evidence 
given  for  his  adversary,  conduced 
to  prove.  Ihid. 

14.  Where  a  party  has  been  com- 
pelled to  join  in  demurrer  to  evi- 
dence, and  the  party  demurring 
has  not  admitted  upon  the  record, 
the  facts  and  conclusions  which 
the  evidence  tended  to  prove,  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  below,  if 
for  the  demurrant,  will  be  re- 
versed,   and    the   cause    remanded. 

Ihid. 

15.  In  an  action,  by  Isaac  and  Jesse 
Funk,  on  a  promissory  note  paya- 
ble to  I.  and  J.  Funk,  it  is  unne- 
cessary, unless  a  mistake  in  the 
names  is  pleaded  in  abatement,  to 
prove  the  Christian  names  of  the 
payees.    Vance  et  al.  v.  Funk  et  al., 

264 

16.  Where    an    action    was    brought 
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against  the  makers  of  a  note,  by 
the  payees,  who  were  described 
in  the  note  by  the  name  of  their 
firm,  "  Sahsbury  &  Collins  "  :  Held, 
that  it  was  not  necessary,  under 
the  general  issue,  to  prove  the 
Christian  names  of  the  plaintiffs,  or 
that  they  ware  partners.  Salisbury 
et  al.  V.  Oillet  et  al,  290 

17.  An  endorser  or  assignor  of  a 
promissory  note,  who  acted  merely 
as  the  agent  of  the  endorsee  or 
assignee,  in  receiving  the  note  as 
payee,  is  a  good  witness  for  the 
defendant,  to  impeach  the  consid- 
eration of  the  note  in  the  hands  of 
his    principal.       Webster    et    al.    v. 

Vickers,  296 

18.  An  allegation,  in  a  declaration 
upon  a  guarantee  of  a  promissory 
note,  that  the  defendant  guaran- 
tied the  payment  of  the  note,  and 
that,  if  the  plaintiff  could  not  re- 
cover the  amount  thereof  of  the 
maker,  by  judgment  and  execu- 
tion, that  the  guarantor  would  pay 
the  same,  is  supported,  by  evi- 
dence, that  the  defendant  guaran- 
tied the  payment,  in  case  the  money 
could  not  be  collected  of  the 
maker :  and  that  suit  was  insti- 
tuted and  judgment  recovered 
against  the  maker,  as  soon  as  a 
judgment  at  law  could  be  ob- 
tained; and  that  execution  was 
issued  and  put  into  the  ofiBcer's 
hands  for  collection,  within  sixteen 
days  from  the  rendition  of  judg- 
ment; and  that  the  said  execution 
was  returned  nulla  bona  ;  although 
suit  might  have  been  commenced 
in  another  court  sooner,  but  in 
which  judgment  could  not,  probably 
have  been  obtained  so  soon.  Smith 
V.  Finch,  325 

19.  On  the  trial  of  an  action  upon  a 
promissory  note,  by  the  payees 
against  the  makers,  a  receipt  was 
produced  in  evidence,  by  the  de- 
fendants, dated  on  the  same  day 
the  note  was  made,  showing  the 
receipt  of  a  sum  of  money  by  the 
plaintiffs,  which  they  agreed  to 
endorse  on  the  note  of  the  defend- 
ants. Thereupon  the  clerk  of  the 
plaintiffs  testified  that  the  pay- 
ment was  endorsed,  by  direction 
of  the  plaintiffs,  on  two  other  notes 
of  the  defendants,  held  by  the 
plaintiffs   at   that   time,   one   dated 


in  April  1837,  and  one  in  May  or 
June  following;  that  he  had  never 
seen  the  receipt  before,  but,  from 
his  knowledge  of  the  transactions 
between  the  parties,  he  had  no 
doubt  the  money  was  apphed  as 
stated.  The  defendants  then  pre- 
sented to  said  witness  a  note  made 
by  them  to  the  plaintiffs,  dated  in 
April,  1837,  upon  which  was  en- 
dorsed a  credit  of  the  balance 
due  on  the  note.  The  witness 
stated  that  this  was  one  of  the 
notes  upon  which  the  money  men- 
tioned in  the  receipt  was  credited ; 
and  that  he  had  never  heard  the 
defendants  say  any  thing  on  the 
subject.  The  defendants  then 
moved  the  Court  to  exclude  the 
evidence  of  the  witness  from  the 
jury.  This  motion  was  overruled, 
and  judgment  rendered  for  the 
plaintiff's:  Held,  that  the  decision 
of  the  Court  was  correct ;  and  that 
the  evidnnce  was  admissible  as 
part  of  the  res  gesice.  McFarland 
et  al.  v.  Lewis  et  al.,  347 

20.  Semble,  That  parol  evidence 
would  not  be  admissible  to  prove 
the  application  of  a  sum  of  money 
paid  by  a  defendant,  by  endoise- 
ment  on  a  note  held  against  him 
by  the  plaintiff,  without  the  pro- 
duction of  the  note,  or  showing 
some  legal  reason  for  not  producing 
it.  Ibid. 

21.  In  an  action  against  the  assignor 
of  a  promissory  note,  the  record  of 
a  suit  against  the  makers  is  ad- 
missible in  evidence,  to  show  dili- 
gence by  the  institution  and  pros- 
ecution of  a  suit  against  them. 
Harmon  et  al  v.  Thornton,  354 

22.  In  an  action  by  the  assignee 
against  the  assignor  of  a  promis- 
sory note,  proof  that  the  plaintiff' 
instituted  a  suit  against  the  maker, 
at  the  first  term  of  the  court  having 
competent  jurisdiction,  recovered 
judgment,  and  issued  execution, 
which  was  returned  by  the  sheriff, 
mdla  bona,  as  to  a  portion  of  the 
amount  of  the  note,  which  could 
not  be  collected  of  the  maker, — 
is  evidence  of  suflBcient  diligence 
to  charge  the  assignor.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  issue  a  a  capias  ad 
satisfaciendum.  Cowles  et  al.  v. 
Litchfield,  360 

23.  Held,  that  an  affidavit  of  the  re- 
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lator,  setting  forth,  "that  he  trans- 
mitted to  James  B.  Needles,  late 
sheriff  of  Monroe  county,  for  col- 
lection," certain  fee  bills  and  exe- 
cutions, was  sufficient  evidence  of 
their  having  come  to  the  hands  of 
the  defendant,  upon  a  motion  for  a 
rule  against  him,  to  return  the  same. 
The  People  v.  Needles,  361 

24.  The  want  of  recollection  of  one 
witness  cannot  rebut  the  positive 
testimony  of  another.  Gorham  et 
al.  V.  Peyton,  365 

25.  In  an  action  by  an  assignee  of  a 
promissory  note  against  an  as- 
signor, a  subsequent  assignor  is 
not  a  competent  witness  for  the 
plaintiff,  although  the  plaintiff  had 
recovered  judgment  against  him 
for  the  amount  of  the  note  and 
interest.     Hayes  v.    Qorham  et  al., 

432 

26.  Where  a  question  is  asked  a 
witness  by  the  plaintiff,  which  is 
objected  to  by  the  defendant,  and 
the  objection  overruled  by  the 
Court,  unless  the  answer  of  the 
witness  appears,  the  decision  of 
the  Court  cannot  be  assigned  for 
error.       Russel    et    al.    v,    Martin, 

494 

27.  Unless  a  bill  of  exceptions  shows 
that  illegal  testimony  has  been 
received,  the  decision  of  a  Court 
in  permitting  an  illegal  question  to 
be  asked,  cannot  be  assigned  for 
error.  /  bid. 

28.  The  recalling  of  a  witness,  after 
his  examination  has  been  closed, 
is  a  matter  of  discretion  in  the 
Court,  and  cannot  be  assigned  for 
error.  Ibid. 

29.  The  certificate  of  a  judge  of 
probate  is  not  admissible  in  evi- 
dence to  show  who  are  the  heirs 
of  a  deceased  person.  Greemuood 
V.  Spiller,  504 

30.  Hearsay  evidence  is  admissible 
to  prove  pedigree,  only  where  the 
facts  sought  to  be  established  are 
ancient,  and  no  better  evidence 
can  be  obtained.  In  such  case, 
the  witness  produced  to  prove  who 
are  the  heirs  of  a  deceased  person, 
should  be  some  one  either  con- 
nected with  the  family  of  the  de- 
ceased, by  marriage  or  blood,  or 
he  should  have  some  personal 
knowledge  of  the  family  of  the 
deceased.  Ibid. 


31.  Where  a  note  is  given  in  con- 
sideration of  work  done  under  a 
contract,  after  completion  and  ac- 
ceptance of  the  work,  the  note  is 
privia  facie  evidence  that  the 
work  was  well  done,  and  the  con- 
tract fully  performed.  Swain  et  al. 
V.  Cawood,  507 

32.  A  part  failure  of  consideration 
cannot  be  given  in  evidence,  un- 
der the  general  issue,  and  notice  of 
a  set-off,  or  of  an  entire  fiailure  of 
consideration.  Ibid. 

33.  Quere,  Whether  an  objection  to 
a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  on  ac- 
count of  his  being  the  security  for 
costs,  should  not  be  made  before 
trial.  Eldredge  et  al.  v.  Huntinq- 
ton,  538 

See  Action,  4,  5 ;  Bill  of  Ex- 
ceptions ;  Criminal  Law  ; 
Death  ;  Deed  ;  Demurrer  to 
Evidence  ;  Ejectment  ;  In- 
structions ;  Minor  ;  Parti-  • 
TioN  ;  Partnership  ;  Pedler  ; 
Practice  ;  Promissory  Note  ; 
Trespass  ;  Use  and  Occupa- 
tion ;  Variance  ;  Warranty  ; 
Will. 

EXECUTION. 

1.  An  execution  from  a  probate  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  for  a  sum  ex- 
ceeding $100,  may  be  directed  to 
any  constable  of  the  county.  Har- 
rison V.  Singleton,  22 

2.  In  the  Courts  of  Illinois,  the  clerk 
enters  the  judgment  on  his  re- 
cords, when  rendered,  and  costs 
are  awarded  without  any  specifi- 
cation of  the  amount.  He  subse- 
quently makes  up  his  costs  with- 
out any  taxation  by  the  Court,  and 
inserts  them  in  the  writ  of  fieri 
facias.  Whenever  a  second  or 
alias  writ  issues,  the  costs  attend- 
ant on  the  first  writ,  are  included 
with  the  additional  costs,  in  the 
second  writ,  and  those  of  an  alias, 
in  like  manner,  in  a  pluries,  it  it 
issue ;  hence  the  cdias  and  pluries 
cannot  correspond  with  the  origi- 
nal writ  oi  fieri  facias,  and  a  vari- 
ance between  them,  in  the  amount 
of  costs,  is  not  material.  Bryan  et 
al  V.  Smith  et  al.,  49 

3  The  Circuit  Court  of  Madison 
county  has  authority  to  issue  an 
execution  upon  a  judgment  recov- 
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ered  in  the  Municipal  Court  of 
the  city  of  Alton,  tliough  such 
-  judgment  was  appealed  to  the  Su- 
preme Court,  and  the  appeal  pend- 
ing therein  at  the  time  of  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  abolishing  the  said 
Municipal  Court.     Mason  v.  Finch, 

224 

4.  An  execution  may  be  issued  after 
several  years  have  elapsed  fi'om 
the  issuing  of  previous  executions, 
where  the  first  execution  was  is- 
sued within  a  year  and  a  day  from 
the  rendition  of  judgment.  Lamp- 
sett  V.   Whitney,  442 

5.  Neither  the  lands  nor  the  credits 
of  a  deceased  person  can  be 
reached  by  execution.  Greenwood 
V.  Spiller,  504 
See   Judgment,    9;    Mandamus,   8; 

Officer;      Eight      of      Proper- 
ty. 

EXECUTOR. 
See  Administrator. 

EXEMPLIFICATION. 

1.  In  the  transcript  of  the  record,  the 
name  of  the  judge  and  a  locus  si- 
gilli  should  appear  at  the  end  of 
the  bill  of  exceptions,  else  the  Su- 
preme Court  will  not  recognise  the 
bill  of  exceptions  as  a  part  of  the 
record.  Unless  the  name  of  the 
judge  is  copied  with  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, the  Court  will  presume 
that  he  did  not  sign  it.  Jones  v. 
Sprague,  56 

2.  A  transcript  of  the  record  of  a 
Circuit  Court,  which  is  not  certi- 
fied under  the  seal  of  the  Court,  is 
a  nullity,  and  a  writ  of  certiorari 
cannot  be  granted  in  such  case ; 
but  the  cause  must  be  stricken 
from  the  docket.  Cowhide  v.  Ounn 
et  al,  418 
See  Criminal  Law,  1,  2. 

Fx  parte  EXAMINATION. 
1.  An  examination  of  a  witness  by 
the  sole  arbitrator,  in  the  absence 
of  both  parties,  is  not  an  ex  parte 
examination.  The  term  ex  parte 
implies  an  examination  in  the 
presence  of  one  of  the  parties,  and 
in  the  absence  of  the  other.  Lin- 
coln et  al.  v.  Cook,  62 


FEES. 
See  Clerk,  1,  2. 
Vol.  II. 


FERRY. 

See  Chancery,  22. 

FICTITIOUS  CAUSE. 

.  Where  the  Court  have  reason  to 
suppose  that  a  cause  is  not  real, 
but  a  fictitious  proceeding,  proof 
will  be  required  that  the  action  is 
not  feigned.  Spragins  v.  Hough- 
ton, ,  211 

FIERI  FACIAS.      • 

See  Execution. 

FINE. 
See  License. 

FIRING  PRAIRIES. 

.  If  an  illegal  act  be  done,  the  party 
doing,  or  causing  the  illegal  act 
to  be  done,  is  responsible  for  all 
consequences  resulting  from  the 
act.     Burton  v.  McClellan,  437 

.  No  authority  is  given  by  §  148  of 
the  Criminal  Code,  to  fire  prairies 
in  the  month  of  December;  and  a 
person  setting  such  fire  is  bound 
to  use  every  possible  diligence  to 
prevent  injury  to  others;  and  to 
justify  such  an  act  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  compelled  to  set  a 
back  fire  to  protect  his  own  pos- 
sessions from  another  fire,  he  must 
show  the  absolute  necessity  which 
existed  at  the  time  for  such  an  act, 
and  that  every  possible  precaution 
was  used  to  prevent  injury.  The 
onus  p)'>'oba7idi,  in  such  case,  is 
with  the  person  setting  the  fire; 
the  person  injured  is  not  obliged 
to  prove  negligence  in  order  to 
sustain  an  action  for  his  loss.    Jhid. 

FLOODING  LANDS. 
See  Mill  and  Mill  Dam. 

FORCIBLE   DETAINER. 

,  The  awarding  of  a  writ  of  restitu- 
tion upon  the  dismissal  of  an  ap- 
peal, in  a  case  of  forcible  detainer, 
is  not  error.     Harlan  v.  Scott,       66 

.  A  motion  to  amend  a  bond  on  an 
appeal  from  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
in  a  case  of  forcible  detainer,  is 
addressed  to  the  sound  discretion 
of  the  Court,  and  its  decision  can- 
not be  assigned  for  error.  I  hid. 
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FORECLOSURE. 
See  Chancery,  11,  12. 

FOREIGNER. 

See  Elective  Franchise. 

FOREIGN  LAWS. 
See  Interest,  1 ;  Lex  Loci. 

FORGERY. 
See  Indictment;  Criminal  Law. 
FRAUD. 

1.  Delivery  of  possession  and  part 
performance,  as  the  payment  of 
the  purchase  money,  and  making 
improvements,  will  take  a  parol 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  land 
out  of  the  statute  of  frauds.  Thorn- 
ton V.  Ileirs  of  Henry,  221 

2.  A  party,  to  avail  himself  of  the 
statute  of  frauds,  must  plead  it,  or 
rely  on  it  in  some  form.  Ibid. 

3.  Where  T..  had  purchased  a  lot  of 
land  by  parol,  paid  the  purchase 
money,  taken  possession  of  the 
land  by  consent  of  the  vendor,  and 
received  the  title  deeds  for  the 
purpose  of  preparing  a  deed  :  Held^ 
that  these  facts  took  the  case  out 
of  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  that  a 
court  of  equity  would  enforce  a 
specific  performance  of  the  con- 
tract. Ihid. 

4.  Where  a  guardian  ad  litem,  of  in- 
fant heirs,  puts  in  an  answer  to  a 
bill  m  chancery,  admitting  the  al- 
legations, a  court  of  chancery  be- 
ing the  general  guardian  of  in- 
fants, may,  doubtless,  set  aside  the 
answer  of  the  guardian,  and  direct 
him  to  put  in  an  answer  requiring 
the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  facts  set 
out  in  his  bill.  But  it  will  not  set 
up  the  statute  of  frauds  to  defeat 
the  specific  execution  of  a  parol 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  land, 
where  it  is  not  relied  on  by  the 
heirs  or  their  guardian.  Ihid. 

5.  A  parol  promise,  collateral  to  a 
written  agreement,  is  binding. 
Smith  v.  Finch,  325 

6.  Where,  for  the  purpose  of  avoid- 
ing a  suit,  S.  being  indebted  to  F., 
procured  A.  to  assign  W.'s  note  to 
F.,  and  to  guarantee  the  same : 
Held,    that  there   was  a   sufficient 


consideration    for     the    guarantee. 

Ihid. 

7.  Where  the  promise  to  pay  the 
debt  of  another  arises  out  of  some 
new  and  original  consideration  of 
benefit  or  harm,  between  the  new- 
ly contracting  parties,  the  consid- 
eration is  sufficient.  Ihid. 

8.  Where  fraud  is  charged  in  a  bill 
for  relief,  it  should  be  specifically 
set  out.     Elston  v.  Bhnchard,     422 

9.  Where  the  statute  of  frauds  is  not 
pleaded,  it  will  not  be  noticed. 
Kinzie  v.  Penrose,  520 

See  Assignment  ;  Chancery  ;  Debt- 
or AND  Creditor;  Deed,  14; 
Promissory  Notes,  1,2,  3. 

FREIGHT. 

See  Common  Carrier. 

GOVERNOR. 

See  Constitution. 

GOVERNMENT  LAND. 

See  Trespass. 

GUARDIAN. 
See  Chancery,  5. 

GUARANTY. 

1.  Where,  at  the  time  of  the  en- 
dorsement or  assignment  of  a 
promissory  note,  there  is  a  parol 
guarantee  of  its  payment,  it  is 
competent  for  the  party  to  whom 
the  guarantee  is  made,  to  write 
the  guarantee  on  the  iaack  of  the 
note,  or  to  fill  up  the  endorsement 
with  the  guarantee.  Smith  v. 
Finch,  325 

2.  A  parol  promise,  collateral  to  a 
written     agreement,     is     binding. 

Ihid. 

3.  Where,  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding 
a  suit,  S.  being  indebted  to  F.,  pro- 
cured A.  to  assign  W.'s  note  to  F., 
and  to  guarantee  the  same  :  Held, 
that  there  was  a  sufficient  consid- 
eration for  the  guarantee.  Ibid. 

4.  Where  the  promise  to  pay  the 
debt  of  another  arises  out  of  some 
new  and  original  consideration  of 
benefit  or  harm,  between  the  new- 
ly contracting  parties,  the  consid- 
eration is  sufficient.  Ihid 
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5.  The  statute  in  relation  to  the  lia- 
bihty  of  the  assignor  of  a  promis- 
sory note,  is  not  applicable  to  a  case 
where  a  guarantee  accompanies  the 
assignment.  Ibid. 

■  6.  An  allegation,  in  a  declaration 
upon  a  guarantee  of  a  promissory 
note,  that  the  defendant  guaran- 
tied the  payment  of  the  note,  and 
that,  if  the  plaintitF  could  not  re- 
cover the  amount  thereof  of  the 
maker,  by  judgment  and  execu- 
tion, that  the  guarantor  would  pay 
the  same,  is  supported,  by  evi- 
dence, that  the  defendant  guaran- 
tied the  payment,  in  case  the  mon- 
ey could  not  be  cqllected  of  the 
maker ;  and  that  the  suit  was  insti- 
tuted and  judgQient  recovered 
against  the  maker,  as  soon  as  a 
iudgment  at  law  could  be  obtained ; 
and  that  execution  was  issued  and 
put  into  the  officer's  hands  for 
collection,  within  sixteen  days 
from  the  rendition  of  judgment; 
and  that  the  said  execution  was 
returned  mdla  bona ;  although 
suit  might  have  been  commenced 
in  another  court  sooner,  but  in 
which  judgment  could  not,  prob- 
ably, have  been  obtained  so  soon. 

Ibid. 

GRAND  JURY. 
See  Jury. 

HEIR. 

See  Evidence,  29,  30. 

'  ILLINOIS     AND     MICHIGAN 
CANAL. 

See  Corporation,  5. 

IMMATERIAL  ISSUE. 

Semble,  That  although  the  issue  made 
by  the  parties  in  a  cause,  may  be 
immaterial,  yet  the  court  is  bound 
if  called  on  by  the  defendant,  to  in- 
struct the  jury,  that  if  the  evidence 
supports  the  issue,  they  must  find 
for  the  defendant.  Sed  quere.  Ev- 
ans V.  Lohr.  514 

See  Pleading,  23 ;  Covenant,  3. 

IMPROVEMENTS. 
■  See  Specific  Performance. 


INDICTMENT. 

1.  In  an  indictment  for  having  in 
possession  instruments  used  in 
counterfeiting  coin,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  charge  the  offence  to  have 
been  committed  feloniously.  Miller 
V.  The  PeoxAe,  235 

2.  An  indictment  alleged  that  the 
defendant  had  in  his  possession, 
knowingly,  and  without  lawful  ex- 
cuse, certain  instruments  and  tools 
used  in  counterfeiting  the  coin 
current  in  the  State :  Ileld,  tliat 
the  allegations  were  sufficiently 
descriptive  of  the  ofJence,  and  in 
conformity  to  the  definition  of  the 
crime  in  the  Criminal  Code.      Ibid. 

3.  An  indictment  charging  that  the 
defendant,  with  force  and  arms,  at, 
and  in  the  county  aforesaid,  in  and 
upon  one  Adam,  a  man  of  color, 
then  and  there  being  a  deformed 
person,  and  by  reason  of  his  being 
such  deformed  person,  being  un- 
able to  walk,  or  otherwise  to  move 
himself  from  place  to  place,  and 
also  then  and  there  being  deficient 
in  voice,  so  as  to  be  unable  to  call 
aloud,  and  in  the  peace  of  God, 
and  of  the  people  of  the  State  of 
Illinois,  then  and  there  being,  un- 
lawfully did  make  an  assault,  and 
then  and  there  forced  and  threw 
the  said  Adam  from  a  certain 
wagon,  in  which  he,  the  said  Adam, 
then  and  there  was,  to  and  upon 
the  ground,  the  said  ground  then 

.  and  there  being  frozen  and  yqtj 
cold,  and  then  and  there  did  force 
and  compel  the  said  Adam,  then 
and  there  to  lie  upon  the  ground 
so  being  frozen  and  very  cold  as 
aforesaid,  and  then  and  there  did 
abandon  and  leave  him,  the  said 
Adam,  lying  on  the  ground  as 
aforesaid,  to  the  great  pain  and 
torture  of  tlie  said  Adam,  and  to 
the  great  damage  and  impoverish- 
ment of  his  health  and  strength  of 
body,  with  intent  him,  the  said 
Adam,  by  the  means  ;  foresaid,  then 
and  there  feloniously,  willfully,  and 
of  his  malice  aforethought,  to  kill 
and  murder  —  is  good  and  valid. 
Nixon  V.  The  People,  269 

4.  In  an  indictment  against  a  defend- 
ant, for  having  in  his  possession 
counterfeit  bank  notes,  purporting 
to  be  notes  of  the  Merchants' 
Bank  of  the   city  of  New   York, 


630 


INDEX. 


with  intent  to  utter  and  pass  the 
same  as  genuine,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  charge  that  the  offence 
was  committed  feloniously,  infa- 
mously, or  criminally.  If  the  of- 
fence is  charged  in  the  words  of  the 
statute,  it  is  sufficient.  Quigley  v. 
The  People,  302 

5.  It  is  no  objection  to  an  indictment 
in  such  a  case,  that  it  does  not  allege 
that  there  is  such  a  corporation  as 
the  Merchants'  Bank.  Hid. 

6.  An  indictment  for  having  in  pos- 
session a  forged  bank  bill,  with  in- 
tent to  utter  and  pass  the  same,  set 
out  the  bill  in  licec  verba,  but,  in 
copying  the  bill,  the  letter  "  C " 
was  omitted.  The  bill  introduced 
in  evidence,  was  lettered  "  C"  in 
the  usual  place  for  marking  bank 
bills  with  letters:  Held,  that  there 
was  no  variance.  Held,  also,  that 
a  note  payable  to  "  B.  Aymar,  or 
bearer,"  was  properly  admitted  in 
ividence,  where  the  description  in 
(Bc  verba  w^as  "B.  Aymar,  bearer." 

Ibid. 

7.  An  objection  to  an  indictment  for 
murder,  because  it  does  not  contain 
a  particular  specification  of  the 
wounds  of  which  the  deceased 
died,  cannot  be  taken,  unless  made 
upon  motion  to  quash,  and  even 
then,  it  seems,  it  would  not  be  valid. 
Stone  V.  The  People,  328 

8.  An  indictment  which  charged  that 
Charles  Crofts,  "a  certain  falsely 
made,  forged,  and  counterfeited 
check,  for  the  payment  of  money, 
called  a  Canal  Check,  feloniously 
did  utter,  publish,  and  pass,"  — 
which  check  was  set  out  in  the 
indictment  in  hose  verba,  and  was 
for  $100,  drawn  on  the  Branch 
Bank  in  Chicago,  payable  ninety 
days  after  date,  to  the  order  of  the 
Treasurer  of  the  Illinois  and  Mich- 
igan Canal,  signed  by  the  Presi- 
dent, and  countersigned  by  the  act- 
ing Commissioner,  and  endorsed  in 
blank  by  the  Treasurer,  —  "  with 
intent  to  defraud  the  Board  of 
Canal  Commissioners  of  the  Illi- 
nois and  Michigan  Canal,  he,  the 
^aid  Charles  Crofts,  then  and  there 
well  knowing  the  said  check  to  be 
forged  and  counterfeited,''  &c.,  was 
held  to  be  sufficient.  Crofts  v.  The 
People,  444 

9.  An  indictment  against  a  justice  of 
the  peace  for  malieasance  in    office, 


in  refusing  to  issue  subpoenas, 
should  charge  that  he  "  willfully 
and  corruptly  refused  to  issue  sub- 
poenas."    Jones  V.  The  People,     478 

INFANT  AND   INFANCY. 

See  Chancery,  5. 

INHABITANT. 

See  Elective  Franchise. 

INJUNCTION. 
See  Chancery. 

INSOLVENCY. 

See  Promissory  Note. 

INSTRUCTIONS. 

1.  Irrelevant  and  inapplicable  in- 
structions ought  not  to  be  given, 
as  they  are  calculated  to  mislead  a 
jury.     Stotit  v.  McAdams,  G8 

2.  Counsel  have  a  right  to  require 
of  the  Court  to  give  an  instruc- 
tion as  asked,  when  the  same  is  in 
conformity  with  the  law;  and  if, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  the 
jury  may  not  fully  comprehend,  or 
may  be  misled  iDy  such  instruc- 
tions, unless  explained,  it  is  then 
the  province' of  the  Court  to  give 
such  additional  instructions  or  ex- 
planations as  may  obviate  the  dan- 
ger of  misapprehension  on  the 
part  of  the  jury.  But  where  such 
course  has  not  been  pursued,  and 
tiie  instruction  given  has  but 
slightly  varied  from  the  one  asked, 
and  in  its  legal  import  is  sub- 
stantially the  same,  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  below  will  not,  for 
that  reason  alone,  be  disturbed. 
State  v.   Wilson,  226 

3.  Under  a  plea  of  performance,  and 
a  special  plea  alleging  a  failure  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to  perform 
his  part  of  a  dependent  covenant, 
the    Circuit    Court   instructed    the 

jury,  "  that  what  the  plaintiff  or 
defendant  was  bound  to  do,  was  a 
matter  of  fact  for  the  jury  to  de- 
termine, from  the  covenant,  and 
the  other  evidence  adduced  by  the 
parties;  and  that  it  was  not  a  mat- 
ter of  law  for  the  Court  to  de- 
cide :"  Held,  that  the  instruction 
was  not  erroneous.  Heaton  v. 
Kemper,  368 
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4.  The  SiipreTne  Court  will  not  re- 
verse the  juflgment  of  a  Circuit 
Court,  for  a  refusal  to  instruct  the 
jury  upon  an  abstract  principle  of 
law,  unless  the  applicability  of 
such  instruction  to  the  case  in 
issue,  is  shown.  Ihid. 

See  Bill  of  Exceptions;    Evidence, 
9 ;  New  Trial,  3 ;  Trespass. 

INTEREST. 

1.  Where'a  note  is  made  in  another 
State,  interest  will  be  allowed  ac- 
cording to  our  laws,  where  there 
is  no  averment  of  the  laws  of  the 
foreign  State,  or  that  interest  is 
there  recoverable.  Forsyth  et  al.  v. 
Baxter  et  al.,  12 

2.  An  action  may  be  maintained  by 
W.,  in  his  individual  name,  on  a 
note  payable  to  "  W.,  school  com- 
missioner, and  agent  for  the  inhab- 
itants of  the  county,  &c.  ;"  and 
such  suit  may  be  brought  by  peti- 
tion and  summons;  and  no  aver- 
ment is  necessary  to  enable  the 
plaintiff"  to  recover  the  rate  of  in- 
terest specified  in  the  note.  Mc- 
Connel  v.  Thomas,  314 

3.  Interest  is  regarded  as  an  incident 
to  the  debt;  and  is  given  in  the 
form  of  damages,  without  being 
specially  claimed  in  the  declara- 
tion. Ihid. 

See  Usury. 

INTERNAL  IMPROVEMENT. 
See  Right  of  Way. 

JUDGMENT  AND  DECREE. 

1.  It  is  error  to  render  a  judgment 
against  a  defendant  who  is  not 
served  with  process,  and  who  does 
not  appear,  although  his  co-de- 
fendants have  been  regularly  sum- 
moned and  pleaded  to  the  action, 
and  judgment  is  rendered  against 
them.  Merriweather  et  al.  v.  Smith, 
31 ;  S.  P.,  Ogden  et  al.  v.  Boicen, 
34;  Hoxey  v.  Macoupin  County, 
3G  ;  Rider  et  al.  v.  Mhyne,  475 

2.  In  an  action  of  debt,  where  the 
'  plea  of  nil  debet  was  filed,  together 

with  two  special  pleas,  and  upon 
the  sustaining  of  the  demurrer  to 
the  special  pleas,  judgment  was 
given  for  the  plaintiff,  without  no- 


ticing the  plea  of  nil  debet:  Held, 
that  the  judgment  was  erroneous, 
and  should  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded,  with  directions 
to  the  plaintiff',  to  take  issue  upon 
said  plea.  Merriweather  v.  Greg- 
ory,^ 52 

3.  If  a  Court  is  held  at  a  time  unau- 
thorized by  law,  all  its  judgments 
and  proceedings  of  such  term,  are 
without  warrant  of  law,  and  con- 
sequently void.  Galusha  v.  Butter- 
field  et  al,  227 

4.  Where  an  action  is  brought 
against  several,  and  a  plea  is  filed 
as  to  one,  and  the  default  of  the 
others  is  entered,  it  is  erroneous 
to  take  final  judgment  against 
them,  nntil  the  plea  is  disposed  of. 
If  issue  is  joined  on  the  plea,  the 
proper  course  is  to  call  a  jury,  as 
well  to  try  the  issue  joined,  as  to 
assess  the  damages  as  to  those 
who  suff'ered  the  default.  Teal  v. 
Russell  et  al.,  321 

6.  A  plaintiff  may  have  his  own 
judgment  reversed.  Ibid. 

6.  Where  a  defendant  has  had  a  full 
opportunity  to  make  his  defence  to 
an  action  at  law,  and  it  consisted 
of  matters  cognizable  in  a  court  of 
law,  the  judgment  of  such  a  court 
should  be  considered  final  and 
conclusive,  where  there  has  been  no 
fraud  in  obtainmg  it;  and  a  court 
of  equity  will  not  disturb  it.  Arm- 
strong V.  Caldwell  et  al.,  420 

7.  A  judgment  cannot  be  rendered 
against  an  executor,  "to  be  levied 
of  the  goods  and  chattels,  rights 
and  credits,  lands  and  tenements 
of  the  testator,  in  the  hands  of 
the  executor  to  be  administered." 
Greenivood  v.  Spiller,  504 

8.  Judgment  can  only  be  rendered 
against  the  goods  and  chattels  of 
the  testator,  iu  the  hands  of  the 
executor  to  be  administered.     Ihid. 

9.  In  entering  up  a  judgment  in  an 
action  of  debt,  upon  an  appeal 
or  certiorari  bond,  the  judgment 
should  be  for  the  penalty,  the  debt, 
in  numero,  to  be  discharged  by  the 
payment  of  the  damages  actually 
assessed,  either  by  the  jury  or  the 
clerk,  upon  the  breaches  assigned. 
The  execution  issues  for  the  debt, 
with  the  endorsement  of  the  clerk 
of  the  ddmages  assessed ;  and  the 
officer  can  collect  only  the  amount 
so   assessed.      It  is   error  to  enter 
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up  a  judgment  for  both  the  penalty 
and  the  damages.  McConnel  v. 
Swailes,  572 

10.  Where  a  suit  is  brought  against 
several  joint  debtors,  and  all  are 
served  with  process,  judgment 
must  be  recovered  against  all  or 
none,  unless  one  or  more  of  the 
defendants  interpose  a  defence 
which  is  personal  to  himself,  such 
as  infancy  or  bankruptcy.  Jbid. 

11.  Where  process  is  served  on  two 
defendants,  and  one  demurs  to  the 
declaration,  the  other  makes  no 
appearance,  and  the  demurrer  is 
overruled,  and  damages  assessed 
by  the  clerk  against  the  party  de- 
murring, and  judgment  is  rendered 
thereon  against  him  onlj^,  the  judg- 
ment will  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded,  with  directions  to 
render  judgment  against  both  de- 
fendants, Jbid. 
See  Appeal  ;  Attachment,  1 ;  Deed, 

1 1 ;  Execution  ;  Justice  of 
THE  Peace,  6,  7,  8;  Mort- 
gage ;  Petition  and  Summons, 
6;  Replevin. 

JURISDICTION. 

1.  The  same  averments  are  neces- 
sary to  give  the  Municipal  Court  of 
the  city  of  Chicago  jurisdiction, 
when  it  sends  its  process  to  a  for- 
eign county,  that  would  be  requi- 
site in  a  like  case,  in  a  Circuit 
Court.      Van  Horn  v.  Jones  et  al.,  2 

2.  An  averment  of  the  residence  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  cause  of 
action  accrued,  or  that  the  contract 
was  specifically  made  payable,  in 
the  county  where  suit  is  instituted, 
is  necessary  where  process  is  sent 
to  a  foreign  county.  Ibid. 

3.  The  act  abolishing  the  Municipal 
Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  has 
no  application  to  a  case  where  pro- 
cess IS  sent  to  another  county. 

Ibid. 

4.  An  affidavit  cannot  give  jurisdic- 
tion to  a  Court  to  send  its  process 
out  of  the  county;  the  jurisdiction, 
if  it  exists,  must  appear  from  the 
declaration.     Shepard  v.  Ogden, 

■  _.  260 

5.  A  declaration  in  assumpsit,  in  the 
Municipal  Court  of  the  city  of  Chi- 
cago, in    a   case  where   process   is 

•  served  upon  a  defendant  out  of 
Cook  county,  and  in  the  county  in 


which  he  resides,  sheuld  state  that 
the  contract  was  specifically  made 
payable  in  the  county  of  Cook,  or 
that  the  plaintiff  resides  in  that 
county,  and  the  cause  of  action 
arose  therein.  Ibid. 

6.  The  general  statement  in  a  dec- 
laration, under  a  videlicet,  that  on 
•  a  particular  day,  and  at  a  particu- 
lar place,  the  defendant  was  in- 
debted to  the  plaintiff,  is  no  aver- 
ment that  the  cause  of  action  arose 
in  that  place.  Ibid. 

8.  Where  a  motion  was  made  to 
quash  a  writ  on  the  ground  of  a 
want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  Court 
to  issue  it,  on  account  of  defects 
in  the  declaration,  and  the  plain- 
tiff asked  leave  to  amend  his  dec- 
laration, which  was  granted:  Held, 
that  this  was  a  virtual  overruling 
of  the  motion.  Ibid. 

9.  The  rule  that  a  plea  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court,  or  in  abate- 
ment, must  be  {pleaded  at  the  re- 
turn term  of  the  process,  and  be- 
fore the  party  has  entered  a  full 
appearance  in  the  cause,  has  its 
exceptions.  One  of  these  excep- 
tions is,  where  the  declaration  is 
not  filed  at  the  first  term.  In  that 
case  the  defendant  is  not  bound  to 
plead  either  to  the  jurisdiction  or 
in  abatement,  until  the  plaintiff  is 
in  a  situation  to  call  upon  him  for 
a  plea.  Ibid. 

10.  The  Municipal  Court  of  the  city 
of  Chicago,  although  an  inferior 
court  according  to  the  Constitu- 
tion, is,  at  common  law,  a  superior 
court  of  general  jurisdiction  al- 
though limited  territorially.  The 
rule  of  law  in  relation  to  courts  of 
this  description  is,  that  jurisdic- 
tion is  presumed,  unless  the  con- 
trary expressly  appears;  and  that 
by  appearing  and  pleading,  the 
jurisdiction  is  admitted.  Vance  et 
al.  V.  Funk  et  al.,  264;  Hubbard 
et  al.  V.  Harris,  279 ;  Hunter  v. 
Sherman,  544 

11.  The  Circuit  Courts  are  not  infe- 
rior courts,  in  the  common  law 
sense  of  that  term,  but  are  superi- 
or courts  of  general  jurisdiction. 
Beaubien  v.  Brincherlioff,  273 

12.  In  relation  to  superior  courts,  or 
■  courts  of  record,  the  law   is,  that 

•nothing    shall   be    intended    to   be 

out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  a  superior 

,  court,  but  that  which  specially  ap- 
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pears  to  be  so;  and,  on  tlie  con- 
trary, nothing  shall  be  intended  to 
be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  an 
inferior  court,  but  that  which  is 
expressly  alleged.  Ihid. 

13.  The  act  creating  the  Municipal 
Court  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  and 
the  act  supplemental  thereto,  con- 
fer on  the  Municipal  Court  con- 
current jurisdiction  with  the  Cir- 
cuit Courts,  in  all  matters  arising 
within  the  county  of  Cook ;  and, 
therefore,  it  must  be  considered  a 
superior  court ;  and  unless  the 
o5ntrary  appears,  its  jurisdiction 
will  be  presumed.  Ihid. 

14.  The  case  of  Key  v.  Collins,  does 
not  conflict  with  the  present.  The 
doctrine  of  that  case  is,  that  a  Cir- 
cuit Court,  while  exercising  its 
jurisdiction  within  the  boundaries 
of  the  county  where  it  is  held,  is  a 
superior  court,  and  its  jurisdiction 
is  presumed;  but  if  it  extends  its 
jurisdiction  extra-territorially,  its 
jurisdiction  must  appear.  Ihid. 

15.  The  Circuit  Courts  are  courts  of 
general  original  jurisdiction,  and 
are  exclusively  vested  with  juris- 
diction, in  civil  cases,  except  those 
of  justices  of  the  peace,  Avhose  juris- 
diction is  limited  to  sums  of  one 
hundred  dollars.  Brewster  et  al.  v. 
ScarhorotKjh,  282 

16.  A  Circuit  Court  has  jurisdiction 
in  civil  cases  over  all  transitory 
actions,  where  the  defendant  comes 
or  may  be  found  within  the  terri- 
torial limits  of  its  jurisdiction,  not- 
withstanding he  may  reside  with- 
out or  beyond  it.  Ihid. 

17.  A  subsequent  agreement,  whether 
verbal  or  written,  to  make  a  con- 
tract payable  at  a  specified  place, 
does  not  confer  jurisdiction  on  the 
Circuit  Court,  to  award  its  process 
to  a  different  county  from  that  in 
which  the  Court  is  held.  Under 
the  statute,  the  contract  is  an  en- 
tire thing,  and  cannot  be  made  at 
different  times,  even  on  the  same 
day.      Collins  v.  Rohinson,  510 

18.  Where  a  declaration  did  not  show 
that  the  Court  below  had  juris- 
diction, and  upon  demurrer  to  a 
plea  in  abatement  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court,  the  Court  below 
decided  for  the  defendant,  and  dis- 
missed the  cause,  refusing  permis- 
sion to  the  plaintiff  to  reply :  Held^ 
that  the  Supreme  Court  would  not 


investigate  the  regularity  of  the 
proceedings  upon  the  plea  and  de- 
murrer. /  hid. 

See  Courts,  6,  7,  8 ;  Justice  of  the 
Peace. 

JURY  AND  JURORS. 
See  Practice,  1. 

1.  In  an  action  by  a  commissioner 
of  school  lands,  upon  a  note  made 
to  him  for  the  use  of  the  inhabitants 
of  a  certain  township,  the  inhabi- 
tants of  that  township  cannot  be 
jurors.  Russell  et  al  v.  Hamil- 
ton, 57 

2.  Where  the  Court,  being  about  to 
adjourn  for  the  day,  directed  a  jury, 
if  they  should  agree,  to  seal  up 
their  verdict  and  deliver  it  to  the 
clerk,  and  then  disperse;  and  the 
jury,  shortly  after  the  Court  ad- 
journed, sealed  up  a  piece  of  paper 
upon  which  was  written  that  they 
could  not  agree,  and  handed  it  to 
the  clerk,  and  dispersed  :  Held, 
that  their  conduct  was  a  gross 
violation  of  their  duty.  White  et 
al.  V.  Martin  J  70 

3.  In  the  same  case  the  jury  were 
called  in  the  morning,  and  the  par- 
ties asked  whether  they  had  any 
objection  to  their  returning  again 
to  find  a  verdict.  The  plaintiff 
said  he  had  not,  but  the  defend- 
ants said  they  were  willing  they 
should  be  discharged,  as  they  were 
the  best  judges  whether  they  could 
agree  or  not.  The  Court  directed 
the  jury  to  retire,  and  they  found  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff:  Held,  that 
the  proceedings  were  irregular,  on 
account  of  the  misconduct  of  the 
jury,  and  that  the  judgment  must 
be  reversed,  and  the  cause  reman- 
ded. Ibid. 

4.  Objections  to  the  mode  of  sum- 
moning a  grand  or  petit  jury,  should 
be  taken  by  a  challenge  of  the 
array,  or  by  motion  to  quash  the 
indictment,  founded  upon  affidavit 
of  some  irregularity.  Such  objec- 
tioiis  cannot  be  incorporated  into 
the  record  of  a  cause,  unless  raised 
in  one  of  these  ways.  Objections 
of  this  nature  cannot  be  taken  on  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial.  Stone  v. 
The  People,  328 

5.  Where,  upon  a  trial  for  murder,  a 
jury  was  impaneled,  and  the  trial 
of   the   cause    commenced,   and    a 
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part  of  the  Avitnesses  examined, 
an  alien  having  been  sworn  upon 
the  jury;  and  the  prosecuting  at- 
torney, upon  learning  the  fact  of 
the  alienage,  (both  he  and  the  Court 
having  been  ignorant  of  that  fact,) 
moved  that  the  juror  be  withdrawn 
and  discharged,  and  that  a  new 
juror  be  sworn  in  his  place,  which 
motion  was  granted :  Held,  that 
the  proceedings  were  regular. 
Held,  also,  that  the  overruling  of 
the  motion  of  the  prisoner,  to  dis- 
charge the  eleven  other  jurors,  was 
not  erroneous.  1  hid. 

6.  The  enumeration  of  causes  for 
summoning  a  new  grand  jury,  or 
talesman,  in  the  agt  i-elative  to 
jurors,  ought  not  be  considered  as 
abridging  the  powers  possessed  by 
the  Circuit  Court,  at  common  law; 
and  an  order  directing  the  impa- 
neling of  a  new  grand  jury,  after 
the  discharge  of  a  former  one  by 
the  Court,  is  a  proper  exercise  of 
the  common  law  powers  of  the 
Court.  Ihid. 

See    Right     of     Property;     Will 
1,  2. 

JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE. 

1.  In  an  action  in  the  Circuit  Court, 
by  an  administrator,  unless  the  de- 
fendant  interposes  a  plea  that   the 

•  plaintiff  is  not  administrator,  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  sue  in  that  char- 
acter is  admitted.  In  actions  be- 
fore justices  of  the  peace,  the  pro- 
ceedings are  all  ore  temts;  and 
consequently  the  plaintiff,  if  an  ad- 
ministrator, is  not  required  to  prove 
that  he  is  entitled  to  sue  in  that 
character,  unless  it  is  objected,  on 
the  trial,  that  he  is  hot  administra- 
tor.    Ballaiice  v.  Frishy  et  al,        65 

2.  The  statute  requiring  the  parties 
to  produce,  on  a  trial  before  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  all  their  claims 
not  exceeding  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  justice,  precludes  the  plaintiff 
from  exhibiting  otlier  and  differ- 
ent claims,  in  the  Circuit  Coyrt,  on 
appeal,  than  those  produced  and 
relied  on  before  the  justice.  BrooJc- 
bank  v.  Smith,  78 

3.  If  the  words  "State  of  Illinois," 
appear  in  any  part  of  a  summons, 
it  is  sufBcient.  It  is  not  necessary 
that  they  should  be  in  the  caption. 
Harris  v.  JenJcs,  476 


4.  Where  a  suit  was  dismissed  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  because  the 
words"  "the  State  of  Illinois"  were 
omitted  in  the  summons,  and  on 
appeal,  the  Circuit  Court  allowed 
the  summons  to  be  amended  by 
inserting  those  words:  Held,  that 
there  was  no  error.  1  hid. 

5.  Where  a  justice  of  the  peace  en- 
tered judgment  of  nonsuit  against 
a  plaintiff,  when  the  defendant 
prayed  a  judgment  in  bar,  and  he 
afterwards  erased  the  words  "  non- 
suit," at  the  request  of  the  defend- 
ant, but  subsequently  restored 
them,  and  testified  that  he  intended 
to  enter  a  judgment  of  nonsuit: 
Held,  that  the  judgment  and  pro- 
ceedings were  no  bar  to  a  subse- 
quent suit  for  the  same  cause  of 
action.  Eldredge  et  al.  v.  Hunting- 
ton, 538 

Jurisdiction. 

6.  A  justice  of  the  peace  has  juris- 
diction of  a  suit  against  an  indi-' 
vidua),  for  a  breach  of  an  ordi- 
nance of  an  incorporated  town, 
prohibiting  the  sale  of  ardent  spir- 
its without  a  license;  and  such 
ordinance  is  not  repugnant  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
or  of  this  State,  and  such  a  suit  is 
properly  brought  in  the  name  of 
the  president  and  trustees.  King  et 
al.  v.  Jaclisonville,  306 

7.  A  justice's  jurisdiction  is  confer- 
red by  statute;  and  in  its  exercise 
he  must  proceed  in  strict  confor- 
mity with  the  manner  prescribed. 
A  justice  can  render  judgment 
against  a  defendant  only  where 
process  is  personally  served  on 
him,  or  he  appears  in  person  before 
the  justice,  and  waives  the  process. 
Evans  v.  Pierce  et  al.,  469 

8.  A  defendant  cannot  authorize  a 
justice  to  render  judgment  against 
him,  by  sending  a  letter  to  such 
justice,  requesting  him  to  enter 
judgment  against  the  defendant  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  for  an  amount 
named  in  the  letter,  although  the 
defendant  expressly  state  that  he 
waived  the  service  of  process,  and 
authorized  the  judgment.  A  judg- 
ment obtained  under  such  circum- 
stances is  not  only  voidable,  but  is 
totally  void ;  and  no  one  can  ac- 
quire any  benefit  or  right  under  it. 

I  hid. 
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9.  A  justice  of  the  peace,  under  the 
act  of  March  2,  1833,  has  jurisdic- 
tion of  an  unliquidated  account  ex- 
ceeding $100,  but  reduced  below 
that  sum  by  fair  credits.  Harris 
V.  JenhSj  467 

See  Indictment. 

LANDLORD    AND  TENANT. 

See  Corporation;  Lease;  Use  and 
Occupation,  1. 


LEASE. 

1.  A  lease,  executed  hj'  the  "  Trus- 
tees of  the  town  of  Chicago," 
without  the  corporate  seal,  is  void. 
Kinzie  v.  Chicago,  188 

2.  A  plea  to  an  action  upon  a  note, 
that  the  consideration  was  a  lease 
which  was  illegal,  null,  and  void,  is 
good.  I  hid. 

LEGISLATURE. 

See  Constitution,  5,  6,  9. 

LEX  LOCI. 

See  Interest,  1 ;  Promissory  Note, 
26,  37.  3 

LICENSE. 

1.  A  justice  of  the  peace  has  juris- 
diction of  a  suit  against  an  indi- 
vidual, for  a  breach  of  an  ordi- 
nance of  an  incorporated  town, 
prohibiting  the  sale  of  ardent 
spirits  without  a  hcense ;  and  such 
ordinance  is  not  repugnant  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
or  of  this  State,  and  such  a  suit  is 
properly  brought  in  the  name  of 
the  president  and  trustees.  King 
et  al.  V.  JacksonviUe,  306 

2.  A  penalty  imposed  by  an  ordi-  ^■ 
nance  of  an  incorporated  town,  for 
selling  liquor  without  license,  is 
not  a  tax  ;  nor  is  it  necessary  that 
such  corporation  should  impose  a 
fine  upon  the  individual  who  is 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  it,  before 
suit  can  be  maintained  for  its  re- 
covery. The  .ordinance  itself  is 
sufficient.  Ibid. 

See  Peddler. 


LIENS. 


5. 


See  Deed,  11 ;  Promissory  Note,  24. 
Vol.  II.  78 


LIMITATION. 
See  Constitution,  5,  9. 

LOST  NOTE. 
See  Practice,  16,  17. 

MANDAMUS. 

Where  a  judge  of  the  Circuit 
Court  refused  to  sign  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions tendered  to  him  upon  the 
trial  of  a  cause,  but  signed  the 
bill  of  exceptions  after  amending 
it,  by  striking  out  a  material  por- 
tion of  the  bill,  the  Supreme 
Court  granted  a  writ  of  mandamus 
to  compel  him  to  sign  the  bill  of 
exceptions  as  originally  presented 
to  him.     2he  People  v.  Pearson, 

203 

Where  an  alternative  writ  of 
mandaimis  was  granted  to  a  judge 
of  the  Circuit  Court  to  compel 
him  to  sign  a  bill  of  exceptions, 
and  the  writ  was  delivered  to  the 
judge,  but  not  returned  by  him, 
the  Supreme  Court  granted  a  pe- 
remptory writ,  requiring  him  to 
sign  the  bill  of  exceptions.        Ihid. 

Where  a  judge  of  an  inferior 
court  is  of  opinion,  that  a  bill  of 
exceptions,  which  he  has  been  re- 
quired, by  an  alternative  writ  of 
mandamus,  to  sign  or  show  cause 
for  not  signing,  is  objectionable, 
or  contains  matter  which  was  not 
excepted  to,  or  the  same  is  untru- 
ly or  incorrectly  stated  in  the  bill, 
he  should  return  the  causes  of  his 
objections.  The  Supreme  Court 
will  not  compel  the  signing  of  a 
bill  which  does  not  truly  state  the 
facts  as  they  occurred  on   the  trial. 

Ibid. 

The  signing,  sealing,  and  approv- 
ing of  a  bill  of  exceptions  is  a 
n)inisterial  act,  and  the_  Supreme 
Court  will  compel,  by  writ  of 
mandamus,  a  judge  of  a  Circuit 
Court  to  sign  and  seal  a  bill  of 
exceptions  taken  on  the  trial ;  but 
the  judge  nmst  determine  its  ac- 
curacy, and  whether  it  correctly 
recites  the  points  made,  and  opin- 
ions excepted  to ;  and  if  it  cor- 
rectly sets  out  the  facts,  he  must 
sign  it.  Ibid. 

Semble,  That  the  practice  should 
be  to  reduce  the  exceptions  to  the 
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opinion  of  the  Court  to  writing 
during  the  progress  of  the  trial, 
and  have  the  bill  of  exceptions 
completed  while  the  facts  are 
fresh  in  the  minds  of  the  Court  and 
parties.  Ihid. 

6.  Semble,  That  a  party  has  a  right 
to  have  all  of  the  facts  connected 
with  the  decision  of  the  Court, 
which  was  excepted  to,  included 
in  his  bill  of  exceptions ;  and  if 
the  inferior  court  refuse  to  sign  a 
bill  of  exceptions  containing  all 
of  the  facts,  the  Court  will  compel 
a  compliance  by  mandamvs.      Ibid. 

7.  Semble,  That  a  Supreme  Court 
will  never  compel  an  inferior  court 
to  do  an  act  in  regard  to  which 
the  inferior  court  is  vested  with  a 
judicial  discretion.  '      Ibid. 

8.  VVhere  a  judgment  was  rendered 
in  the  Circuit  Court  against  the 
defendant,  and  on  the  last  day  of 
the  term  of  the  Court  at  which 
the  judgment  was  rendered,  a 
motion  was  made  to  set  it  aside, 
and  grant  a  new  trial,  and,  before 
any  decision  was  had  on  the  mo- 
tion, the  Court  adjourned ;  and  on 
application  of  the  plaintiffs,  the 
clerk  of  the  Court  refused  to  is- 
sue execution,  because  the  motion 
was  undecided;  the  Supreme 
Court  granted  an  alternative  man- 
damus^  requiring  the  clerk  to  issue 
execution,  or  show  cause  for  his 
refusal.     The  People  \.  Cloud,    362 

A  motion  for  a  peremptory  writ,  in 
the    first     instance,     was     refused. 

Ibid. 

9.  Where  a  sheriff  elect,  at  the  first 
term  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  his 
county,  after  receiving  notice  of 
the  receipt  of  his  commission  by 
the  clerk,  prepared  his  bond, 
which  was  approved  by  the  Court, 
but  the  sheriff  did  not  appear  in 
person  and  offer  the  bond,  or  of- 
fer to  take  the  oaths  of  of&ce, 
either  in  court,  or  before  the  clerk 
during  the  continuance  of  the 
term,  but  presented  his  bond  to 
the  clerk,  and-  offered  to  take  the 
oaths  of  office,  after  the  adjourn- 
ment of  Court,  but  before  the  expi- 
ration of  thirty  days  from  the  time 
he  received  notice  of  the  re- 
ceipt of  his  commission,  and  the 
clerk  then  refused  to  receive  the 
bond,  and  administer  to  him  the 
oaths  of  office,    a  writ  of  manda- 


mus was  awarded  to  compel  the 
clerk  to  receive  the  bond,  and  ad- 
minister the  oaths  of  office.  The 
People  V.  Fletcher,  487 

10.  Semhle,  that  where  a  patent  has 
been  improperly  issued  by  the 
Auditor,  to  a  person  not  entitled 
to  receive  the  same,  the  Supreme 
Court  will  not  compel  the  Auditor, 
by  mandamus,  to  issue  another. 
The  People  v.  The  Axiditor,        568 

11.  A  patent  cannot  be  set  aside  or 
vacated,  upon  a  motion  for  manda- 
mtis  against  the  Auditor,  requir- 
ing him  to  issue  another  patent 
for  the  same  land.  Ibid. 
See  Bill  of  Exceptions,  10. 

MARRIAGE. 
See  Criminal  Law,  1,  2, 

MASTER. 
See  Common  Carrier. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT.' 
See  Minor  ;  Trespass. 

MECHANICS'  LIEN. 

1.  A  petition,  under  the  law  giving 
a  lien  to  mechanics,  cannot  be  fil- 
ed before  the  day  of  payment  stip- 
ulated by  the  parties  has  arrived. 
Until  the  contract  is  completed, 
and  payment  is  due,  there  can  be 
no  cause  of  action.  Kinney  v.  Hud- 
nut,  473 

MILL  AND  MILL  DAM. 

1.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  every 
flowing  back,  or  throwing  water 
upon  the  land  of  another,  is  such 
an  act  as  entitles  the  individual 
injured  to  his  action ;  and  al- 
though the  act  of  the  one  person 
may  be  in  itself  lawful,  yet,  if  in 
its  consequences  it  necessarily 
damages  the  property  of  another, 
the  party  occasioning  the  damage 
is  liable  to  make  reparation  com- 
mensurate with  the  injury  he  has 
caused.     Stout  v.  Mc Adams,  68 

2.  He  who  first  occupies  a  site  and 
constructs  a  mill  and  d^m  upon  a 
stream,  does  not  thereby  acquire 
any  right  whatever  to  overflow 
the  land  of  his  neighbor,  whether 
his  neighbor  has  a  miU  or  not,  IMd. 
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MINOK. 

1.  In  an  action  by  a  Tninor,  for  work, 
labor,  and  services,  proof  that  the 
services  were  performed  under  an 
indenture  of  apprenticeship,  is  a 
good  bar  to  the  action  ;  and  a  de- 
position of  witnesses,  provin<if  the 
execution  of  such  indenture  by  the 
minor  and  his  father,  is  admissible 
in  evidence.    Olney  v.  Myers,       312 

2.  The  voluntary  performance  of 
services  by  a  minor,  under  an  in- 
denture of  apprenticeship,  though 
rendered  out  of  the  State,  where, 
by  the  indenture,  they  were  to 
have  been  rendered,  would  not  en- 
title the  plaintiff  to  remuneration 
therefor.  Ihid. 

MISTAKE. 

/See  Abatement,  2;    Chancery,  18; 
Practice,  30,  31,  32. 

MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEVED. 

See  Action,  3,  6. 

MORTGAGE. 

1.  A  plea  to  an  action  upon  a  prom- 
issory note,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
obtained  judgment  upon  a  mort- 
gage executed  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  the  same  debt  for  which 
the  note  was  given,  is  bad  for  not 
averring  that  tlie  judgment  had 
been  paid.  Russell  et  al.  v.  Hamil- 
ton, 57 

See     Chancery,     11,     12;      Scire 
Eacias,  1. 

MUNICIPAL    COURT. 

See    Execution,    3 ;    Jurisdiction  ; 
Process,  4. 

NEGLIGENCE. 
See  Firing  Pfairies. 

NEW    TRIAL. 

1.  An  exception  cannot  be  taken  to 
the  opinion  of  the  Circuit  Court 
in  granting  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial ;  it  is  only  to  a  decision  over- 
ruling and  refusing  such  a  motion, 
that  an  exception  can  be  taken. 
•Brookbank  v.  Smith,  78 

2.  To  induce  the  granting  of  a  new 
trial,  there  should  be  strong  prob- 


able grounds  to  believe  that  the 
merits  of  the  case  have  not  been 
fully  and  fairly  tried,  and  that  in- 
justice has  been  done.  Wheeler  v. 
Shields,  350 

3.  Where  the  Court  has  given  im- 
proper instructions  to  the  jury,  or 
withheld  such  as  are  legal  and  ap- 
propriate, when  asked  for,  the 
proper  course  to  adopt  to  enable 
the  Court  to  correct  the  error,  and 
do  justice  to  ^he  parties,  is  for 
counsel  to  apply  for  a  new  trial. 
Evans  v.  Lohr,  514 

4.  After  a  trial  on  the  merits,  the 
reasons  for  disturbing  a  judg- 
ment rendered  on  a  finding  after 
all  the  testimony  had  been  heard 
by  the  Court,  to  which  a  decision 
of  the  facts  as  well  as  the  law 
were  submitted,  should  be  very 
strong  and  urgent.  Eldredge  et  al. 
V.  Huntinyion,  538 
See,  also,  Webster  et  al.  v.  Tick- 
ers,                                             296 

5.  Where  a  cause  is  submitted  to  the 
Court  below  for  trial,  without  the 
intervention  of  a  jury,  the  decision 
of  that  Court,  upon  the  weight 
and  effect  of  the  evidence,  will  not 
be  reversed,  unless  it  palpably  ap- 
pear that  the  character  of  the  testi- 
mony was  misconceived,  Harmon 
et  al.  V.  Thornton,  354 

See  Bill  of  Exceptions,  9,  15 ; 
Chancery,  3 ;  Criminal  Law,  3 ; 
Instructions;  Practice,  in  Su- 
preme Court. 

NONSUIT. 

See  Justice  of  the  Peace,  5  ; 
Practice,  23,  25,  30,  31,  32; 
Trespass,  1. 

NOTE. 

^ee   Evidence,    11,  12;  Promissory 

Note. 

NOTICE. 

1.  The  English  practice,  requiring  a 
party  to  give  notice  of  the  loss  or 
destruction  of  a  bill  or  note,  in  or- 
der to  maintain  an  action  to  recover 
its  contents,  has  never  been  intro- 
duced into  this  country.  Such 
notice  is  not  necessary.  Dormady 
V.  State  Bank  of  Illinois.  244 
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See  Courts,  7  ;    Deed  ;    Promissory 
Note,  18. 

OATH. 

See  Elective  Franchise. 

OFFICE  AND  OFFICER. 

1.  Where  a  sheriff  or  other  officer 
neglects  or  fails  to  return  a  fee 
bill,  execution  or  other  process, 
the  practice  is,  in  the  first  instance, 
to  take  a  rule  against  him  to  return 
the  same ;  that  it  is  irregular  to 
issue  a  rule,  in  the  first  instance, 
to  show  cause  why  an  attachment 
should  not  issue.  The  People  v. 
Needles,  361 

2.  Held,  also,  that  an  affidavit  of  the 
relator,  setting  forth,  "  that  he 
transmitted  to  James  B.  Needles, 
late  sheriff  of  Monroe  county,  for 
collection,"  the  fee  bills  and  exe- 
cutions, was  sufficient  evidence  of 
their  having  come  to  the  hands  of 
the  defendant,  upon  a  motion  for 
a  rule  against  him,  to  return  the 
same.  Ibid. 

3.  To  an  action  of  replevin  for  tak- 
ing mules  and  horses,  being  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff,  out  of  his 
possession,  the  defendant  avowed 
the  taking  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of 
attachment,  which  was  delivered 
to  him  as  sheriff  of  the  county  of 
Morgan.  To  the  avowry  the 
plaintiff  pleaded  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  sheriff,  on  the  day  of 
the  issuing  of  the  attachment,  and 
at  the  time  of  the  levy  thereof 
The  defendant  demurred  to  the 
plea :  Held,  that  the  plea  was  bad, 
because  it  attempted  to  put  in 
issue  the  fact  whether  the  defend- 
ant was  sheriff  on  the  day  of  the 
issuing  of  the  writ,  which  was 
wholly  immaterial.  If  the  defend- 
ant was  sheriff  at  the  date  of  the 
levy,  it  was  sufficient.  James  et  al. 
V.  Dunlap,  482 

4.  The  presumption  is  that  a  public 
officer  discharges  his  duty,  until  the 
contrary  is  shown.  The  People  v. 
The  Auditor,  568 

^ee  Constitution;  Sheriff. 

ONUS  PROBAND! 
See  Action,  4,  5. 


ORDINANCE. 

See  License. 

PAYMENT. 

1.  Where  two  persons  are  jointly 
indebted  to  a  third^  either  has  a 
right  to  pay  the  debt,  and  call  on 
his  co-debtor  to  repay  his  moiety. 
The  payment  may  be  proved  by 
either  the  verbal  or  written  con- 
fession of  the  person  to  whom  the 
payment  ought  to  be  made;  and 
his  receipt  is  prima  facie  evidence 
that  the  payment  has  been  made. 
Ballunce  v.  Frisby  6t  al,  65 

2.  The  law  is  well  settled,  that 
where  a  debtor  makes  a  payment, 
without  specifying  to  what  debt  it 
shall  be  applied,  the  creditor  has  a 
right  to  select  the  debt  on  which  he 
will  give  the  credit.  McFarland  et 
al.  V.  Lewis  et  al.,  347 

PAROL  EVIDENCE. 

See  Evidence  ;  Warranty. 

PARTITION. 

1.  There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the 
power  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  dis- 
approve of  and  set  aside  the  report 
of  commissioners  of  partition.  Riggs 
V.  DicJcinso7i  et  al.,  439 

2.  Inequality  of  value,  as  well  as  in- 
equality in  quantity,  is  good  cause 
for  setting  aside  a  report  cf  com- 
missioners of  partition  ;  and  such 
inequality  may  be  shown  by  affi- 
davit. Ibid. 

PARTNERSHIP    AND    PART- 
NERS. 

1.  In  an  action  by  Isaac  and  Jesse 
Funk,  on  a  promissory  note  pay- 
able to  I.  and  J.  Funk,  it  is  un- 
necessary, unless  a  mistake  in  the 
names  is  pleaded  in  abatement,  to 
prove  the  Christian  names  of  the 
payees.      Vance  et  al.  v.  Funk  et  al., 

264 

2.  In  an  action  against  John  E. 
Vance  and  Josiah  S.  Breese,  upon 
a  promissory  note  made  by  "  J.  E. 
Vance  &  Co.,"  no  evidence  was 
given  of  the  partnership  of  the  de- 
fendants, except  that  a  witness 
stated,  that  he  presented  the  note 
to  Breese,  who  stated  that  the  de- 
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mand  was  just,  and  that  he  would 
in  a  short  time  pay  it:-  Hdd^  that 
the  plea  of  non-assHinpsit,  unless 
verified  by  affidavit,  under  the 
statute,  did  not  put  in  issuse  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  note  as  to  Vance, 
and  that  the  confession  of  Breese 
was  sufficient  for  the  Court  to  in- 
fer, that  he  was  the  partner  of 
Vance.  Ihid. 

3.  A  mistake  in  the  Christian  name 
of  a  plaintiff  can  be  taken  advan- 
tage of  only  by  plea  in  abatement. 
Salisbury  et  al.  v.  Oillet  et  al.,      290 

4.  Where  an  action  was  brought 
against  the  makers  of  a  note,  by 
the  payees,  who  were  described  in 
the  note  by  the  name  of  their  firm, 
"  Salisbury  &  Collins  "  :  Held^  that 
it  was  not  necessary,  under  the 
general  issue,  to  prove  the  Chris- 
tian names  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  that 
they  were  partners.  Ibid. 

5.  Where,  upon  the  trial  of  an  action 
between  two  firms,  upon  a  note 
made  by  one  firm,  and  payable  to 
the  other,  the  plaintiffs  produced 
the  note  in  evidence,  but  omitted 
to  prove  the  copartnership  of  the 
defendants;  and  thereupon  the  de- 
fendants introduced  in  evidence  a 
note  which  they  had  paid  to  the 
plaintiffs,  and  a  receipt  which  had 
been  given  to  them  in  their  copart- 
nership name,  by  the  plaintiffs : 
Heldj  that  by  so  doing,  the  defend- 
ants admitted  their  partnership. 
McFarland  et   al.   v.    Lewis   et  at., 

347 

6.  The  law  in  relation  to  partnership 
transactions  is  well  settled,  that 
one  partner  cannot  bring  an  action 
of  assumpsit  against  his  late  co- 
partner, unless,  upon  the  dissolu- 
tion of  the  copartnership,  the  part- 
ners account  together,  and,  a  bal- 
ance being  stated  in  favor  of  one, 
the  other  expressly  promises  pay- 
ment. The  balance  so  found  must 
be  a  final  balance  of  all  the  partner- 
ship accounts;  balances,  which  are 
struck  preparatory  only  to  a  final 
account,  are  not  sufficient  to  form 
the  subject  matter  of  an  action. 
Davenport  v.  Gear  et  al.,  498 

See  Chancery,  15,  16. 

PART  PERFORMANCE. 
See  Fraud,  1,  3. 


PATENT. 

^See  Mandamus;  School  Lands. 

PEDIGREE. 

See  Evidence,  29,  30. 

PEDDLER. 

1.  To  sustain  an  action  instituted  to 
recover  a  penalty  for  selling  clocks 
without  hcense,  it  is  necessary  to 
prove  not  only  a  sale  of  clocks,  but 
such  a  sale  as  the  law  forbids;  not 
a  sale  by  a  citizen,  "in  the  com- 
mon way  of  deal,"  but  a  sale  by 
one  obviously  a  peddler  in  such 
traffic.     Bacon  v.   Wood,  266 

2.  The  isolated  fact  of  the  sale  of 
two  clocks,  will  not  justify  the  in- 
ference, that  the  vendor  was  a 
regular  peddler,  or  dealer  in  clocks, 
in  violation  of  the  law.  Ibid. 

PENALTY. 

See   Judgment,  9 ;    License  ;    Ped- 
dler ;  School  Fund  ;  Trespass. 

PETITION   AND  SUMMONS. 

1.  The  object  of  the  statute  of  Illi- 
nois which  authorizes  suits  to  be 
instituted  by  petition  and  sum- 
mons, on  bonds  and  promissory 
notes,  is  to  enable  every  man  to 
bring  his  own  suit.  Evans  v.  Lon- 
don, 54 

2.  A  suit  by  petition  and  summons 
will  lie  upon  a  note  to  which  the 
following  condition  was  annexed: 
"The  above  sum  may  be  paid  in 
good  bank  paper :"  and  the  aver- 
ment in  the  petition,  that,  "  the 
debt  remains  unpaid,"  is  sufficient. 

Ibid. 

3.  An  action  may  be  maintained  by 
W.  in  his  individual  name,  on  a 
note  payable  to  "  W.,  school  com- 
missioner, and  agent  for  the  inhab- 
itants of  the  county,  &c. ; "  and 
such  suit  may  be  brought  by  peti- 
tion an-d  summons;  and  no  aver- 
ment is  necessary  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  the  rate  of  in- 
terest specified  in  the  note.  Mc- 
Connel  v.  Thomas,  314 

4.  A  suit  by  petition  and  summons 
will  lie  upon  a  note  under  seal ; 
and  such  note  is  correctly  describ- 
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ed    in    the   petition,    as    a    bond. 
Duncan  v.  McAfee^  560 

5.  The  description  of  a  defendant  in 
a  suit  by  petition  and  summons,  as 
"  J.  M.  Duncan,  alias  James  M. 
Duncan,"  is  sufficient.  Ihid. 

6.  In  an  action  of  debt,  by  petition 
and  summons,  it  is  error  to  render 
verdict  and  judgment  for  damages. 
Jackson  v.  Hbsketl,  665 

See  Amendment,  1 ;  Process,  5. 

PLEADING. 

I.     Pleas,  &c. 
II.     Declaration. 
III.     Demurrer. 

I.  Pleas. 

1.  In  an  action  against  the  makers, 
upon  a  promissory  note,  the  de- 
fendants pleaded  that  the  plaintiff" 
represented  to  them  that  he  was  the 
owner  in  fee  simple  of  a  certain 
lot  of  land,  and  that  if  the  defend- 
ants would  execute  the  note  de- 
clared on,  he  would  make  a  good 
and  perfect  title  to  said  lot  of  land 
as  soon  as  the  note  was  executed. 
That  they  executed  the  note  in 
consideration  of  the  plaintiff"'s 
promise  to  make  them  a  good  and 
sufficient  deed  for  said  lot  of  land ; 
and  he  did  not,  at  the  time  of  mak- 
ing the  note,  or  at  any  time  there- 
after, make  a  good  and  sufficient 
deed  for  said  lot;  and  in  truth  and 
in  fact  he  had  no  title  whatever  to 
the  same :  Held,  on  demurrer  to 
the  declaration,  that  the  plea  was 
bad  for  duplicity :  Held,  also,  that 
it  was  doubtful  whether  the  de- 
fendants did  net  base  their  allega- 
tion that  the  plaintiff  did  not  exe- 
cute a  good  and  sufficient  deed  for 
the  lot,  because  he  had  no  title  to 
convey.    Merriweatlier  v.  Smith,   31 

2.  Semble,  That  if  a  deed  of  any 
kind  had  been  executed,  it  should 
have  been  distinctly  set  forth  in 
the  plea,  and  if  it  contained  no 
covenants  of  title,  then,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  fraud,  the  question  of  title 
would  have  been  at  the  risk  of 
the  grantee;  and  if  covenants  of 
title  were  inserted  in  the  deed,  it 
would  have  been  incumbent  on 
the  grantee  to  have  relied  on  them. 

Ibid. 


3.  In  an  action  of  debt,  where  the 
plea  of  nil  debet  was  filed  together 
with  two  special  pleas,  and  upon 
the  sustaining  of  the  demurrer  to 
the  special  pleas,  judgment  was 
given  for  the  plaintiff,  without  no- 
ticing the  plea  of  nil  debet:  Held, 
that  the  judgment  was  erroneous, 
and  should  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded,  with  directions 
to  the  plaintiff  to  take  issue  upon 
said  plea.  Merriweatlier  v.  Greg- 
ory, 52 

4.  To  an  action  upon  a  promissory 
note,  by  the  assignee,  against  the 
maker,  the  defendant  pleaded  two 
special  pleas  in  bar:  1.  That  the 
note  was  given  in  consideration  of 
a  pretended  sale  of  a  tract  of  land 
to  the  defendant,  by  the  payee  of 
the  note,  who  alleged  at  the  time 
the  note  was  given,  that  he  was 
the  rightful  owner  of  the  said  land, 
and  had  a  clear  and  perfect  title 
to  the  same,  whereas,  in  fact,  said 
payee  had  no  title  to  said  land  or 
right  to  sell  it;  and  that  the  as- 
signee had  notice  of  these  facts  at 
the  time  the  note  was  transferred 
to  him.  Ibid. 

5.  2.  That  the  said  note  was  exe- 
cuted under  the  following  circum- 
stances. The  payee  of  said  note 
represented  to  the  defendant,  that 
he  and  one  Smith  jointly  owned  a 
steam  mill  and  three  acres  of  land 
on  which  said  mill  was  erected, 
and  that  a  good  and  perfect  title 
in  fee  simple  to  said  property  was 
vested  in  said  Smith,  and  that  they 
had  full  power  and  authority  to  sell 
and  convey  the  same,  and  that  if 
the  defendant  would  execute  the 
said  note,  the  payee  would  cause  a 
good  and  perfect  title  to  said 
property  to  be  vested  in  the  de- 
fendant, upon  his  executing  the 
note ;  and  that,  relying  upon  said 
promises  and  representations,  and 
in  consideration  thereof,  he  made 
said  note.  That  said  payee  did 
not  cause  said  'title  to  be  made  to 
tlie  defendant,  nor  did  he  and  said 
Smith  jointly  own  said  mill  and 
lands,  nor  had  they  good  right 
and  authority  to  sell  and  convey 
the  same,  nor  had  said  Smith  any 
title  to  said  property,  and  the 
plaintiff  well  knew  said  note  was 
executed  for  the  consideration 
aforesaid,  at    the    time    said    note 
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was  assigned  to  him :  Eeld,  tl^at 
these  pleas  were  bad,  because, 
from  them,  it  was  uncertain  whether 
the  land  was  or  was  not  conveyed 
to  the  defendant;  and  that  the  pleas 
were  double.  Ihid. 

6.  Non  est  factwm  may  be  pleaded  to 
an  action  on  a  promissory  note, 
though  the  plea  be  not  verified  by 
affidavit.  Russell  ei  al.  v.  Hamil- 
ton, 57 

7."  A  plea  to  an  action  upon  a  promis- 
sory note,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
obtained  judgment  upon  a  mort- 
gage executed  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  the  same  debt  for  which 
the  note  was  given,  is  bad  for  not 
averring  that  the  judgment  had 
been  paid.  Ibid. 

8.  Where  the  record  of  a  cause 
stated  that  the  Court  sustained  the 
demurrer  to  the  first  plea  of  the 
defendant,  and  that  after  replica- 
tion filed  to  the  fifth  and  sixth 
pleas,  "  issues  were  joined  by 
agreement  of  parties,  and  the 
cause  submitted  to  a  jury  " :  Held, 
that,  by  this  agreement,  the  par- 
ties must  be  considered  as  waiving 
all  objections  to  the  form  of  the 
pleadings  on  either  side ;  and  hence 
the  accuracy  of  the  decision  on 
the  demurrer  to  the  plea  could  not 
be  assigned  for  error.  Lincoln  et  al. 
V.  Cook,  62 

9.  A  plea  to  an  action  upon  a  promis- 
sory note,  given  for  certain  lands 
alleged  tliat  the  plaintiff  had  no 
good  and  indefeasible  estate  in  the 
lands  of  which  he  represented 
himself  seized,  and  also  averred 
that  he  had  a  wife  who  was  enti- 
tled to  dower  out  of  the  estate  in 
the  lands  of  which  the  plaintiff  was 
seized,  contrary  to  his  representa- 
tion that  he  had  no  wife  in  being : 
Held,  that  these  were  inconsistent 
averments,  and  the  plea  was  bad 
for   duplicity.      Wann   v.    McGoon, 

77 
10.  A  plea  to  an  action  upon  a  pro- 
missory note,  alleging  that  the 
consideration  of  the  note  was  cer- 
tain lands,  in  relation  to  which  the 
plaintiff  made  certain  false  and 
fraudulent  representations,  which 
induced  the  defendant  to  purchase 
the  same,  is  defective,  unless  it 
sets  forth  a  particular  description 
of  the  lands.  Ihid. 


11.  Where  a  demurrer  to  a  declara- 
tion is  overruled,  if  the  defendant 
wishes  to  plead  over,  he  should 
ask  leave  to  withdraw  his  demur- 
rer, and  file  a  plea.  The  granting 
or  refusing  such  a  motion  rests  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Court.  Con- 
radi  et  al.  v.  Evans  et  al,  186 

12.  It  is  not  error  for  the  Court  to 
strike  from  the  files  a  plea,  filed 
without  leave,  after  a  defendant's 
demurrer  has  been  overruled.    Ibid. 

13.  A  plea  to  an  action  upon  a  note 
that  the  consideration  was  a  lease 
which  was  illegal,  null,  and  void 
is  good.     Kinzie  v.  Chicago,         188 

14.  A  party,  to  avail  himself  of  the 
statute  of  frauds,  must  plead  it,  or 
rely  on  it  in  some  form.  TJiornton 
V.  Heirs  of  Henry,  220 

15.  Under  the  plea  of  non  cepit,  in  an 
action  of  replevin,  the  title  to  the 
property  in  controversy  is  not  put 
in  issue.  The  only  question  to  be 
tried  by  jury,  is  the  taking  of  the 
property  by  the  defendant,  as  al- 
leged by  the  plaintiff.  Galusha  v. 
Buiterfield  et  al,  227 

16.  Where  the  plaintiff  alleged  in 
his  declaration  in  an  action  of 
covenant,  that  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendants,  a  corporation  by  the 
name  of  the  Board  of  Commission- 
ers of  the  Illinois  and  Michigan 
Canal,  "  entered  into  certain  arti- 
cles of  agreement,  sealed  with  the 
seal  of  the  plaintiff,  and  sealed  by 
the  said  defendants,  by  W.  B.  Ar- 
cher, the  Acting  Commissioner  of 
the  said  Board,"  and  then  set  out 
the  agreement  in  hcec  verba,  and 
alleged  a  performance  of  the  same 
on  the  part  of  the  plain tifl';  to 
which  the  defendants  pleaded  non 
est  factum,  without  verilying  the 
plea  by  affidavit:  Held,  Ihat  the 
power  of  the  defendants  to  make 
the  contract,  could  not  be  ques- 
tioned under  the  pleadings,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  might  prove,  by 
parol,  the  execution  of  the  con- 
tract. Holcomb  v.  Illinois  and 
Michigan  Canal,  231 

17.  An  action  of  trespass  vi  et  armis, 
the  defendant  having  filed  pleas  of 
not  guilty,  and  son  assault  demesne, 
at  a  subsequent  term,  ofiered  to 
file  a  plea  of  accord  and  satisfac- 
tion, which  the  Court  refused  to 
permit    to    be    filed,    because    the 
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truth  of  the  plea  was  not  verified 
by  affidavit :  Held^  that  such  refu- 
sal was  erroneous.  Robinson  v. 
BiirMl,  278 

18.  A  plea  of  matters  happening 
since  the  last  continuance  of  the 
cause,  known  as  the  plea  of  puis 
darrein  continuance,  may  be  tiled 
at  any  time  before  trial.  Ibid. 

19.  Where  the  return  of  an  officer  to 
a  summons  is  defective,  appearance 
and  pleading  in  chief  cures  the 
defect.      Vance  et  al.  v.  Funk  et  ah, 

264 

20.  Where  an  action  is  brought 
against  several,  and  a  plea  is  filed 
as  to  one,  and  the  default  of  the 
others  is  entered,  it  is  erroneous 
to  take  final  judgment  against 
them,  until  the  plea  is  disposed  of 
If  issue  is  joined  on  the  plea,  the 
proper  course  is  to  call  a  jury,  as 
well  to  try  the  issue  joined,  as  to 
assess  the  damages  as  to  those 
who  suffered  the  default.  Teat  v. 
RusseU  et  al.,  321 

21.  A  plaintiff  may  have  his  own 
judgment  reversed.  Ibid. 

22.  Where  the  defendants  in  an  ac- 
tion stipulate  to  let  judgment  go 
by  default,  if  either  of  them  files  a 
plea,  it  is  a  violation  of  the  stipula- 
tion, and  consequently  a  nulity,  and 
should  be  set  aside.  Ibid. 

23.  In  an  action  of  covenant  to  re- 
cover the  price  stipulated  for  build- 
ing a  mill-dam,  which  the  plaintiff 
covenanted  to  fill  in  with  "  rock 
and  gravel,"  in  a  proper  manner, 
so  as  to  keep  the  dam  safe  and 
tight,  the  plaintiff,  in  his  declara- 
tion, alleged  that  the  defendant 
directed  what  "  rock  and  gravel  " 
should  be  used,  and  that  the  same 
were  used,  and  the  dam  made  as 
close  and  tight  as  it  could  be  made 
with  such  materials.  The  defend- 
ant pleaded  that  he  did  not  desig- 
nate the  materials,  and  direct  them 
to  be  put  into  the  dam.  Upon 
this  plea  issue  was  taken.  Upon 
the  trial,  the  defendant  moved  the 
Court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  said 
issue  was  immaterial,  and  to  be 
disregarded  by  them,  which  the 
Court  refused :  Held,  that  the  re- 
fusal was  correct.  McKee  v.  Bran- 
don, 344 

24.  In  an  action  of  covenant,  where 
the  declaration  alleged  an  exten- 
sion  of  time   for   the   performance 


pf  the  contract,  and  issue  was 
taken  upon  the  allegations  in  the 
defendant's  pleas,  that  the  defend- 
ant did  not  extend  the  time  for  the 
performance  of  the  contract,  and 
that  the  contract  was  not  perform- 
ed within  the  time  of  extension : 
Held,  that  under  these  pleas  the 
defendant  admitted  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  performed  his  covenant  in 
all  respects,  except  as  to  the  ex- 
tending  the    time   of  performance. 

Ibid. 

25.  The  refusal  of  a  motion  to  file  an 
amended  plea,  upon  the  sustaining 
of  a  demurrer  to  a  prior  plea,  can- 
not be  assigned  for  error.  The 
granting  or  refusing  of  an  applica- 
tion to  file  an  amended  plea,  is  a 
matter  of  discretion  in  the  judge, 
before  whom  the  cause  is  pending, 

,  and  his  decision  is  conclusive. 
Lansing  \.  Birge,  375 

26.  A  plea  of  justification  for  several 
defendants,  in  an  action  of  tres- 
pass, must  be  sustained  as  to  the 
whole,  or  none;  under  it  a  part 
cannot  be  acquitted,  and  a  ptirt 
convicted.  Gleason  et  al.  v.  Ed- 
munds,  451 

27.  Where  a  declaration  contained 
counts  upon  a  proniissor}'  note,  and 
also  the  common  money  counts, 
and  the  defendants  pleaded  the 
general  issue  to  the  whole  decla- 
ration, and  special  pleas  setting  up 
a  defence  against  the  note,  without 
stating  that  the  special  pleas  were 
to  the  counts  on  the  note :  Held, 
on  general  demurrer  to  the  repli- 
cation to  the  special  pleas,  that 
inasmuch  as  the  whole  declaration 
Avas  answered  by  the  plea  of  the 
general  issue,  the  special  pleas 
would  be  considered  as  intended 
only  to  apply  to  the  counts  on  the 
notes.  Holbrook  et  al.  v.  Vibbard 
et  al,  467 

28.  To  an  action  of  replevin  for 
taking  mules  and  horses,  being  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff,  out  of  his 
possession,  the  defendant  avowed 
the  taking  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of 
attachment,  which  was  delivered 
to  him  as  sheriff"  of  the  county  of 
Morgan.  To  the  avowry  the  plain- 
tiff pleaded  that  the  defendant 
was  not  sheriff,  on  the  day  of  tlie 
issuing  of  the  attachment,  and  at 
the  time  of  the  levy  thereof.  The 
defendant   demurred    to   the   plea; 
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Held^  that  the  plea  was  bad,  be- 
cause it  attempted  to  put  in  issue 
the  fact  whether  the  defendant 
was  sheriff  on  the  day  of  the  issu- 
ing of  the  writ,  which  was  wholly 
immaterial.  If  the  defendant  was 
sheriff  at  the  date  of  the  levy,  it 
was  sufficient.  Jmnes  et  al.  v.  Dun- 
lap,  482 

29.  Issues  'were  joined  in  an  action 
for  slander,  upon  a  plea  of  "  not 
guilty,"  and  of  the  statute  of  limit- 
ations, and  the  plaintiff  amended 
her  declaration,  and  thereupon  the 
defendants  pleaded  not  guilty,  and 
the  statute  of  limitations  to  the 
amended  declaration,  and  the 
plaintiff  took  issue  upon  the  first 
plea,  and  repl'^ed  to  the  second, 
that  the  words  were  spoken  Avithin 
a  year.  To  this  replication  the 
defendant  demurred.  On  the  de- 
murrer being  called  up  for  argu- 
ment, the  CouBt  directed  the  par- 
ties to  go  to  trial  on  the  issues 
already  made :  Held,  that  the  de- 
cision of  the  Court  was  correct,  as 
it  would  have  consumed  time  use- 
lessly to  have  heard  an  argument 
on  the  demurrer.  Russel  el  al.  v. 
Martin,  494 

30.  A  part  failure  of  consideration 
cannot  be  given  in  evidence,  under 
the  general  issue,  and  notice  of  a 
set-off,  or  of  an  entire  failure  of 
consideration.  Swain  et  al.  v. 
Caiuood,  507 

31.  Where  a  declaration  did  not 
show  that  the  Court  below  had 
jurisdiction,  and  upon  demurrer  to 
a  plea  in  abatement  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court,  the  Court  below 
decided  for  the  defendant,  and 
dismissed  the  cause,  refusing  per- 
mission to  the  plaintiff  to  reply: 
Held,  that  the  Supreme  Court 
would  not  investigate  the  regular- 
ity of  the  proceedings  upon  the 
plea  and  demurrer.  Collins  v. 
Robinson,  .  510 

32.  Where  a  demurrer  to  a  plea  in 
abatement  is  sustained,  if  the  de- 
fendant files  a  plea  in  bar,  he 
thereby  waives  his  plea  in  abate- 
ment.    Delahay  v.-   Clement,        676 

^ee  Abatement  ;  Demurrer  ;  Eject- 
ment ;  Immaterial  Issue  ;  Juris- 
diction; Promissory  Note,  1,  2, 
3,  4,  5,  22,  23, '24,  25,  28,  31. 
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II.    Declaration. 

1.  In  an  action  upon  an  arbitration 
bond,  it  is  no  objection  to  the  de- 
claration, that  it  does  not  show  that 
the  bond  was  executed  by  both 
parties,  or  tliat  a  counter  bond  was 
executed.      Cole  v.    Chapman,       35 

2.  Where  the  action  is  upon  an  arbi- 
tration bond,  it  is  only  necessary  ■ 
to  show  that  the  award  was  made 
in  pursuance  of  the  condition  of 
the  bond,  and  that  the  defendant 
has  not  complied  with  the  award. 
But  the  rule  is  different  where  the 
defendant  submits  to  the  award  of 
arbitrators  by  bond,  and  the  action 
is  on  the  award  itself  In  that 
case  it  is  necessary  to  state  in  the 
declaration  a  mutual  submission- 
because  the  award,  which  is  the 
foundation  of  the  action,  being  the 
determination  of  a  third  person 
between  two  others,  who  submit 
their  differences  to  his  decision,  it 
is  the  submission  which  creates  the 
obhgation  to  abide  by  that  deter- 
mination; and  in  that  case  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  state  in  the  declaia- 
tion  that  the  defendant  by  bond 
submitted  himself  to  the  award  of 
the  arbitrators.  Ihid. 

3.  The  twenty  per  centum  interest 
given  by  the  statute  against  a  bor- 
rower of  a  portion  of  the  school 
fund,  for  a  failure  to  pay  the  same 
promptly,  is  a  penalty,  and  cannot 
be  recovered  in  an  action  on  the 
note  given  for  the  money  loaned, 
unless  there  is  an  averment  of  the 
forfeiture  of  the  penalty  in  the 
declaration.  Russell  et  al.  v.  Eam- 
ilton,  57 

4.  The  declaration,  in  an  action  of 
trespass,  on  the  case,  stated,  that 
the  plaintiffs  made  a  contract  with 
the  defendant,  to  slaughter  and 
dress  for  him  two  hundred  and 
eighty  hogs,  at  the  usual  price  for 
such  labor,  and  to  commence  the 
work  on  a  given  day,  and  that  the 
defendant  agreed  to  furnish  thera 
the  hogs  at  their  slaughter-house, 
on  such  day ;  and  that  the  plain- 
tiffs, on  the  day  mentioned,  under- 
took and  entered  upon  the  fulfill- 
ing of  their  part  of  the  contract, 
by  hiring  laborers,  building  fires, 
raising  steam,  preparing  tools, 
burning  a  large  quantity  of  wood, 
and   making  divers   other  material 
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and  expensive  arrangements  to 
perform  their  part  of  the  contract; 
and  that  they  had  been  put  to 
great  expense  and  inconvenience 
and  damage  in  consequence  of  the 
same.  It  further  alleged,  that 
though  a  notice  and  request  to  the 
defendant  to  furnish  the  hogs  were 
made,  he  did  not  furnish  the  same, 
nor  had  he  paid  the  plaintiffs  for 
their  trouble,  expenses,  &c.  At 
the  end  of  the  declaration,  $200 
damages  was  laid.  On  special  de- 
murrer, and  on  motion  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  the  declaration  was 
held  to  be  good:  HeM,  that  the 
decision  was  correct.  Ellett  v. 
Todd  et  al,  215 

5.  Where  the  plaintiff  declares  upon 
a  special  contract,  there  is  no  rule 
better  settled,  than  that  the  proof 
and  the  allegations  in  the  declara- 
tion must  correspond.  Masten  v. 
Toner  ay  ^  216 

6.  Where  a  declaration  alleged  that 
o.  H.  &  Co.,  together  with  B.  C. 
Jr.,  endorsed  the  note  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  the  note,  when  produced 
in  evidence,  showed  the  blank  en- 
dorsements of  J..  H.  &  Co..  and  B. 
C.  Jr. :  Held,  that  there  was  no 
variance.  Oillliam  v.  State  Bank 
of  Illinois,  247 

Quere^  Whether  the  allegation  in  the 
declaration  would  have  been  bad 
on  a  demurrer  to   the  declaration. 

Ihid. 

7.  The  general  statement  in  a  dec- 
laration, under  a  videlicet,  that  on 
a  particular  day,  and  at  a  particu- 
lar place,  the  defendant  was  in- 
debted to  the  plaintiff,  is  no  aver- 
ment that  the  cause  of  action  arose 
in   that   place.     Shepard  v.    Ogden, 

259 

8.  A  declaration  against  the  assign- 
ors, upon  an  assigned  promissory 
note,  that  sets  out  the  making  and 
endorsing  of  the  note,  and  that  the 
makers  were  insolvent  when  the 
note  became  due,  is  sufficient. 
Harmon  et  al  v.  Thornton,  355 

9.  A  declaration  by  an  assignee 
against  an  assignor  of  a  promissory 
notei,  which  alleges  the  entire  in- 
solvency of  the  maker;  and  that 
the  institution  of  a  suit  at  law  to 
recover  the  amount,  at  the  time 
the  note  became  due,   would  have 

.    been  unavailinsr,  is  good  and  suffi- 


cient.   Cowles  et  al  v.  Litchfield,  360 

See  Amendment,  3,  4;  Bank," 
Chancery;  Corporation; 
Ejectment;  Jurisdiction; 
Petition  and  Summons; 
Pleas,  16,  27,28,  31;  Replevin; 
Scire  Facias. 

III.  Demurrer. 

1.  The  defendant,  after  a  demurrer 
to  his  pleas  has  been  sustained', 
by  asking  leave  to  plead,  and  fil- 
ing_  additional  pleas,  waives  his 
first  pleas,  and  cannot  assign  for 
error  the  decision  of  the  Ccurt  in 
relation  to  them.  So,  also,  by  fil- 
ing a  rejoinder  to  a  replication 
which  he  has  demurred  to,  and 
which  has  been  sustained,  he  vir- 
tually waives  and  withdraws  his 
demurrer.      Wann  v.  McGoon,      77 

2.  The  practice  is  well  settled,  that 
a  defendant,  by  .filing  a  plea  to  a 
declaration,  waives  an  antecedent  • 
demurrer.  But  where  a  plea  is 
rehed  upon  as  a  waiver,  it  should 
be  set  out  in  the  record.  The 
mere  allegation  in  the  record,  that 
issue  was  joined,  is  not  sufficient. 
Ni/e  v.    Wright,  223' 

3.  Where  the  record  showed  that  a  , 
demurrer  had  been  filed  in  the 
Court  below,  by  a  defendant,  and 
the  plaintiff  had  joined  in  demur- 
rer: Held,  that  it  was  error  in  the 
Court  below  to  proceed  with  the 
cause,  and  submit  it  to  a  jury, 
upon  its  merits,  without  having 
first     disposed     of     the    demurrer. 

IMd. 

4.  Where  the  demurrer  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  pleas  of  the  defendant, 
is  sustained  as  to  a  part  of  them, 
and  no  decision  is  had  as  to  the 
others,  it  is  error  in  the  Court  to 
submit  the  cause  to  the  jury,  and 
render  judgment  on  the  verdict, 
without  disposing  of  the  demurrer 
as  to  the  latter.  Weather-ford  v. 
Wihon,  256 

5.  Where  the  demurrer  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  pleas  of  the  defendant, 
is  overruled,  the  Court  should  ren- 
der judgment  for  the  defendant, 
unless  the  plaintiff  obtain  leave  to 
withdraw  his  demurrer  and  reply. 

Ibid. 

6.  Semble,  That  the  filing  of  a  repli- 
cation  tendering    an    issue    where 
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the  similiter  is  not  sifjjned,  does 
not  cure  the  irregularity,  unless 
leave  be  obtained  to  withdraw  the 
demurrer  and  it'ply.  Ihid. 

7.  Upon  "the  ov.'iruling  of  a  demur- 
rer to  a  declaration,  if  the  defend- 
ant pleads  over,  he  thereby  waives 
his  demurrer,  and  all  objections  to 
the  declaration.  Harmon  et  al.  v. 
Thornton,  355 

8.  Where  a  general  demurrer  is 
filed  to  a  declaration  containing 
several  counts,  if  either  of  the 
counts  are  good,  the  demurrer 
must  be  overruled.  Coivles  et  al.  v. 
Litchfield,  360 

See  Chancery  ;  Interest  ;  Judg- 
ment, 11;  Pleading — Declara- 
tion —  Pleas.  3,  8.  11,  12,  25,  27, 
29,  31,  32. 

POSSESSION. 
See  Assignment,   1,   2 ;    Ejectment, 
3,    4,    5 ;     Fraud  ;     Promiss(3ry 
Note,  9,  10. 

POWERS. 

See  Constitution. 

PRACTICE. 
I.  In  Circuit   Cozirt. 
II.  In  Supreme  Court. 

I.  In    Circuit  Court. 

1.  On  a  trial  of  the  right  of  property 
in  the  Circuit  Court,  the  jurors 
need  not  sign  the  verdict;  they 
are  only  required  to  sign  the  ver- 
dict where  the  trial  is  had  before 
the  ministerial  ofl&cer.  Harrison  v. 
Singleton,  22 

2.  Where  an  action  of  tresspass  is 
brought  against  two,  and  .the  evi- 
dence shows  that  only  one  of   the 

■  defendants  is  guilty,  the  proper 
course  to  be  pursued  by  the  de- 
fendant against  whom  no  offense 
is  proved,  is  to  move  the  Court  to 
instruct  the  jury  to  render  a  ver- 
dict in  his  favor,  or  that  the  jury 
can  find  one  guilty  and  acquit  the 
other.  It  is  not  error  for  the 
Couit,  in  such  case,  to  refuse  to 
instruct  the  jury  to  find  for  the 
defendants,  as  in  case  of  a  non- 
suit. It  is  manifestly  more  dis- 
creet to  leave  the  jury  to  decide 
on  the  nature  of  the  conduct  of 
the  defendants,  and  what  parti- 
cipation   each     had     in     the     acts 


charged  in  the  declaration.       Owens 
et  al.  V.  Derhy,  28 

3.  It  is  error  to  render  a  judgment 
against  a  defendant  who  is  not 
served  with  process,  and  who  does 
not  appear,  although  his  co-de- 
fendants have  been  regularly  sum- 
moned and  pleaded  to  the  action, 
and  judgment  is  rendered  against 
them.  Merriiveaiher  et  al.  v.  Smith, 
31 ;  S.  P.  Ogden  et  al.  v.  Bowen, 
34 ;    Hoxey   v.    Macoupin     County, 

36 

4.  Where  the  record  of  a  cause 
stated  that  the  Court  sustained 
the  demurrer  to  the  first  plea  of 
the  defendant,  and  that  after  re- 
plication filed  to  the  fifth  and  sixth 
pleas,  "  issues  were  joined  by 
agreement  of  parties,  and  the 
cause  submitted  to  a  jury :"  Held, 
that,  by  this  agreement,  the  par- 
ties must  be  considered  as  waiv- 
ing all  objections  to  the  form  of 
the  pleadings  on  either  side ;  and 
hence,  the  accuracy  of  the  decision 
on  the  demurrer  to  the  plea  could 
not  be  assigned  for  error.  Lincoln 
etal.  V.  Cook,  62 

5.  Where  the  Court,  being  about  to 
adjourn  for  the  day,  directed  a  jury, 
if  they  should  agree,  to  seal  up 
their  verdict  and  deliver  if  to  the 
clerk,  and  then  disperse  ;  and  the 
jury,  shortly  after  the  Court  ad- 
journed, sealed  up  a  piece  of  paper 
upon  which  was  written  that  they 
could  not  agree,  and  handed  it  to 
the  cleik,  and  dispersed:  Held,  that 
their  conduct  was  a  gross  violation 
of  their  duty.  WJiite  et  al.  v,  Mar- 
tin, 70 

6.  In  the  same  case,  the  jury  were 
called  in  the  morning,  and  the 
parties  asked  whether  they  had 
any  objection  to  their  returning 
again  to  find  a  verdict.  The 
plaintiff^  said  he  had  not,  but  the 
defendants  said  they  were  willing 
they  should  be  discharged,  as 
they  were  the  best  judges  whether 
they  could  agree  ^or  not.  The 
Court  "directed  the  jury  to  retire, 
and  tliey  found  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff:  Held,  that  the  proceed- 
ings were  irregular,  on  account  of 
the  misconduct  of  the  jury,  and 
that  the  judgment  must  be  re- 
versed,   and    the   cause  demanded. 

Ibid. 
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7.  Where  a  defendant  was  arrested 
upon  a  capias  ad  respondendum 
issued  upon  an  insufficient  affida- 
vit, and  gave  bail,  and  upon  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  the  suit  on  that 
account,  the  Court  directed  the 
bail  bond  to  be  canceled,  and  that 
the  motion  to  dismiss  be  over- 
ruled, and  that  the  defendant  be 
ruled  to  plead.  Held,  that  the 
Court  did  not  err  in  refusing  to 
dismiss  the  suit,  and  that  the 
capias  stood  in  the  nature  of  a 
summons;  and  the  arrest  being 
equivalent  to  a  service  of  a  sum- 
mons, the  defendant  was  bound  to 
appear  and  answer  the  declaration. 
Wann  v.  McGoon,  77 

8.  Where  a  demurrer  to  a  declara- 
tion is  overruled,  if  the  defendant 
wislies  to  plead  over,  he  should 
ask  leave  to  withdraw  his  demur- 
rer, and  file  a  plea.  The  granting 
or  refusing  such  a  motion  rests  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Court.  Con- 
radi  et  al.  v.  Evans  et  al.,  186 

9.  It  is  not  error  for  the  Court  to 
strike  from  the  files  a  plea,  filed 
without  leave,  after  a  defendant's 
demurrer  has  been  overruled.    Ibid. 

10.  Where  an  action  of  assumpsit 
was  commenced,  and  ten  days 
before  the  next  term  of  the  Court 
a  declaration  was  filed  in  the 
clerk's  office,  but  no  copy  of  the 
account  or  instrument  declared 
on  was  filed  with  the  declaration, 
and  no  such  copy  of  the  account 
or  instrument  w^s  subsequently 
filed ;  and,  at  the  second  term  of 
the  Court,  the  cause  was  dis- 
missed, on  motion  of  the  defend- 
ant, because  no  such  copy  had 
been  filed:  Held,  that  the  dismis- 
sal was  erroneous.  Kimball  v. 
Kent,  218 

11.  Semble,  That  a  cause  may  be 
continued,  for  a  refusal  or  omission 
to  file  a  copy  of  the  account  de- 
clared on.  Ibid. 

12.  The  practice  is  well  settled,  that 
a  defendant,  by  filing  a  plea  to  a 
declaration,  waives  an  antecedent 
demurrer.  But  where  a  plea  is 
relied  upon  as  a  waiver,  it  should 
be  set  out  in  the  record.  The 
mere  allegation  in  the  record,  that 
issue  was  joined,  is  not  sufficient. 
Nye  V.   Wright.  220 

13.  Where  the  record  showed  that  a 


demurrer  had  been  filed,  in  the 
Court  below,  by  a  defendant,  and 
the  plaintiff  had  joined  in  demur- 
rer :  Held,  that  it  was  error  in  the 
Court  below  to  proceed  with  the 
cause,  and  submit  it  to  a  jury,  upon 
its  merits,  without  having  first  dis- 
posed of  the  demurrer.  Ibid. 

14.  Counsel  have  a  right  to  require 
of  the  Court  to  give  an  instruction 
as  asked,  when  the  same  is  in  con- 
formity with  the  law;  and  if,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Court,  the  jury 
may  not  fully  comprehend,  or  may 
be  misled  by  such  instructions, 
unless  explained,  it  is  then  the 
province  of  the  Court  to  give  such 
additional  instructions  or  explana- 
tions as  may  obviate  the  danger  of 
misapprehension  on  the  part  of 
the  jury.  But  where  such  course 
has  not  been  pursued,  and  the  in- 
struction given  has  but  slightly 
varied  from  the  one  asked,  and  in 
its  legal  import  is  substantially  the 
same,  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
below  will  not,  for  that  reason 
alone,  be  disturbed.  -State  v.  JVil- 
son,  226 

15.  In  an  action  by  the  plaintiff,  to 
recover  the  contents  of  notes  al- 
leged to  have  been  lost  or  con- 
sumed by  fire,  it  is  not  competent 
for  him  to  introduce  his  own  testi- 
mony to  I  the  jury,  to  prove  their 
loss,  in  order  to  admit  secondary 
evidence  of  their  contents.  The 
proper  course  is,  to  present  to  the 
Court  an  affidavit  of  the  loss,  and 
then  secondary  evidence  may  be 
admitted  of  the  contents  of  the 
notes  or  bills.  Dormady  v.  State 
Bank  of  Illinois,  244 

16.  The  English  practice,  requiring 
a  party  to  give  uotice  of  the  loss 
or  destruction  of  a  bill  or  note,  in 
order  to  maintain  an  action  to  re- 
cover its  contents,  has  never  been 
introduced  into  this  country.  Such 
notice  is  not  necessary.  Ibid. 

17.  A  demurrer  to  evidence  must 
state  facts,  and  not  merely  the 
evidence  conducing  to  prove  them. 
One  party  cannot  insist  upon  the 
other  party's  joining  in  demurrer, 
without  distinctly  admitting,  upon 
the  record,  every  fact  and  every 
conclusion,  which  the  evidence 
given  for  his  adversary  conduced 
to  prove.  Ibid. 


J 


INDEX. 


647 


18.  Where  a  party  has  been  com- 
pelled to  join  in  demurrer  to  evi- 
dence, and  the  party  demurring 
has  not  admitted  upon  the  record, 
the  facts  and  conclusions,  which 
the  evidence  tended  to  prove,  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  below,  if 
for  the  demurrant,  will  be  re- 
versed, and    the    cause    remanded. 

I  hid. 

19.  In  an  action  by  the  endorsee  of 
a  promissory  note,  endorsed  in 
blank,  it  is  not  necessary  either  to 
fill  up  the  blank,  or  to  prove  that 
the  plaintiff  is  the  legal  holder  of 
the  note.  The  filling  up  of  a 
blank  endorsement  is  a  mere 
matter  of  form,  and  may  be  dis- 
pensed with  altogether.  Gittham 
v.  State  Bank  of  Illinois^  247. 

20.  If  an  objection  which  can  be  ob- 
viated by  further  proof  be  not 
taken,  or  not  insisted  -on  at  the 
trial,  it  will  not  be  received  as  the 
ground  for  a  motion  for  'a  new 
trial.  Ihid. 

21.  Where  a  declaration  alleged  that 
J.  H.  &  Co.,  together  with  B.  C. 
Jr.,  endorsed  the  note  to  the  plaint- 
iffs, and  the  note,  when  produced 
in  evidence,  showed  the  blank  en- 
dorsements of  J.  H.  &  Co.,  and  B. 
C.  Jr. :  Held,  that  there  was  no 
variance.  Ihid. 

22.  Quere,  Whether  the  allegation 
in  the  declaration  would  have 
been  bad  on  a  demurrer  to  the 
declaration.  Ihid. 

23.  In  an  action  by  the  State  Bank 
of  Illinois  against  the  maker  of  a 
promissory  note,  the  objection,  that 
the  charter  of  the  corporation  has 
not  been  given  in  evidence,  can- 
not be  taken  on  a  demurrer  to 
evidence.  Such  an  objection,  if 
valid,  should  be  taken  on  a  motion 
for  a  nonsuit.  Idem.  250 

24.  The  practice  of  resorting  to  a  de- 
murrer to  evidence,  where  the  de- 
fendant discovers  some  inadver- 
tence or  oversight  of  the  plaintiflf, 
ought  not  to  be  encouraged.     Ihid. 

25.  If  a  party  fails  to  introduce  some 
necessary  link  in  the  chain  of  testi- 
mony, to  make  out  his  case,  and 
such  failure  is   evidently  the  result 

-  of  oversight,  the  proper  course  for 
the  defendant,  in  order  to  avail 
himself  of  the  failure,  is  to  apply 
for   a   nonsuit ;  and  if,   on  the  dis- 


covery of  the  oversight,  the  plaint- 
iff offers  to  supply  the  defect,  he 
is  usually  permitted  to  do  so,  un- 
less, by  so  doing,  surprise  or  in- 
jury will  result  to  the  opposite 
party.  The  granting  or  refusing 
such  permission  is  a  matter  of 
discretion  with  the  Court.  Ihid. 

26.  If  an  objection  which  can  be  ob- 
viated by  further  proof  be  not 
taken,  or  not  persisted  in,  at  the 
trial,  tlje  objection  is  waived.    Ihid. 

27.  Where  a  mistake  is  made  by 
the  jury,  in  the  assessment  of 
damages,  the  remedy  is  by  apply- 
ing to  the  Court  for  a  new  trial. 
Such  mistake  cannot  be  urged  on 
a  demurrer  to  evidence;  nor  can 
the  insufficiency  of  the  declara- 
tion be  taken  advantage  of  on 
such  a  demurrer.  Ibid, 

28.  Where  a  motion  was  made  to 
quash  a  writ  on  the  ground  of 
a  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  Court 
to  issue  it,  on  account  of  de- 
fects in  the  declaration,  and  the 
plaintiff  asked  leave  to  amend  his 
declaration,  which  was  granted : 
Held,  that  this  was  a  virtual  over- 
ruling of  the  motion.  Shepard  v. 
Ogden,  260 

29.  The  rule,  that  a  plea  to  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  Court,  or  in 
abatement,  must  be  pleaded  at  the 
return  term  of  the  process,  and  be- 
fore the  party  has  entered  a  full 
appearance  in  the  cause,  has  its 
exceptions.  One  of  these  excep- 
tions is,  where  the  declaration  is 
not  filed  at  the  first  term.  In  that 
case  the  defendant  is  not  bound 
to  plead  either  to  the  jurisdiction 
or  in  abatement,  until  the  plaintiff 
is  in  a  situation  to  call  upon  him  for 
a  plea.  Ihid. 

30.  In  order  to  bar  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  submit  to  a  nonsuit,  the 
jury  must  have  the  whole  of  the 
case,  including  not  only  all  the 
evidence,  but  the  instructions  of 
the  Court.  Consequently,  it]  for 
any  cause,  the  jury  retire  from  the 
bar  without  having  the  whole  of 
the  case  on  which  they  are  to 
render  a  verdict,  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  submit  to  a  nonsuit  is  not 
taken  away.  Berrij  v.  Savage  et 
al,  262 

31.  Where,  in  an  action  upon  a  note 
alleged  in  the  declaration  to  have 
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been  payable  in  1830,  a  note  was 
produced  and  read  in  evidence 
without  objection,  payable  in  "  one 
thousand  eighteen  hundred  and 
thirty  ;"  and  the  jury,  after  having 
retired  to  consider  of  their  verdict, 
returned  into  Court,  and  enquired 
of  the  Court,  whether  the  note 
was  to  be  considered  by  them  as 
it  read,  and  the  Court  informed 
the  jury  that  they  were  bound  to 
consider  the  note  as  it  read,  and 
as  not  being  due  until  the  time 
expressed  on  its  face,  and  if,  from 
reading  the  note,  it  did  not  appear 
to  be  due,  they  must  find  for  the 
defendants,  and  the  plaintiff  there- 
upon moved  the  Court  to  permit 
him  to  take  a  nonsuit,  which  was 
refused :  Held,  that  the  Court 
erred  in  refusing  the  motion.    Ihid. 

32.  Quere,  Whether,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case,  the  Court 
would  not  have  been  justified  in 
charging  the  jury,  that  they  had  a 
right  to  consider  the  note  as  due, 
if  they  believed,  from  the  face  of 
the  note,  that  the  word  "  eighteen" 
was  written,  by  mistake,  for 
"  eight."  Ihid. 

33.  Where  the  return  of  an  officer 
to  a  summons  is  defective,  appear- 
ance and  pleading  in  chief  cures 
the  defect.  Vance  et  al.  v.  Funk  et 
al,  264 

34.  In  demurrers  to  evidence,  the 
demurrer  and  joinder  must  appear 
upon  paper;  the  practice  of  merely 
stating  in  the  record,  that  there 
was  a  demurrer  and  joinder,  is  too 
loose  to  be  tolerated.  Creach  v. 
Taylor,  277 

35.  A  mistake  in  the  Christian  name 
of  a  plaintiff  can  be  taken  advantage 
of  only  by  plea  in  abatement.  Salis- 
hury  et  al.  v.  Oillett  et  al.,  290 

3G.  Where  an  action  was  brought 
against  the  makers  of  a  note,  by 
the  payees,  who  were  described 
in  the  note  by  the  name  of  their 
firm,  "  Salisbury  &  Collins, " 
Held,  that  it  was  not  necessary, 
under  the  general  issue,  to  prove 
the  Christian  names  of  the  plaint- 
iffs, or  that  they  were  partners. 

Ihid. 

37.  Where  an  action  is  brought 
against  several,  and  a  plea  is  filed 
as   to  one,    and  the   default  of  the 


others  is  entered,  it  is  erroneous 
to  take  final  judgment  against 
them,  until  the  plea  is  disposed  of. 
If  issue  is  joined  on  the  plea,  the 
proper  course  is  to  call. a  jury,  as 
well  to  try  the  issue  joined,  as  to 
assess  the  damages  as  to  those 
who  suffered  the  default.  Teal  v. 
RusseU  et  al,  321 

38.  A  plaintiff  may  have  his  own  judg- 
ment reversed.  Ihid. 

39.  Where  the  defendants  in  an  ac- 
tion stipulate  to  let  judgment  go 
by  default,  if  either  of  them  files  a 
plea^  it  is  a  violation  of  the  stipula- 
tion, and  consequently  a  nullity,  and 
should  be  set  aside.  Ihid. 

40.  A  summons  was  issued  against 
a  defendant,  but  never  returned, 
and  at  a  subsequent  term  of  the 
Court,  an  alias  summons  was  issu- 
ed, but  no  return  of  service  en- 
dorsed thereon.  The  cause  was 
docketed  for  the  third  day  of  the 
terra :  Held,  that  the  defendant 
was  not  bound  to  appear  ;  and  that 
having  entered  an  appearance  on 
the  fifth  day  of  the  term,  he  did 
not  thereby  subject  himself  to  the 
operation  of  a  general  rule  enter- 
ed on  the  first  day  of  the  term,  by 
which  it  was  "  Ordered,  that  all 
parties  defendant  shall  have  filed 
their  pleas  by  the  meeting  of  Court 
on  the  morning  of  the  day  for 
which  the  cause  is  set  down  for 
trial,  and  in  default  thereof,  the 
parties  plaintiff  shall,  on  motion, 
be  entitled  to  their  judgments  of 
default,  or  nil  dicii,  as  the  case  may 
be."     Little  v.  Carlisle  et  al.,         376 

41.  Held,  also,  that  it  was  error  in 
the  Circuit  Court,  after  a  motion, 
by  defendant,  to  dismiss  the  suit 
for  want  of  sufficient  security  •  for 
costs  (the  plaintiffs  being  non-resi- 
dents) to  refuse  the  defendant  the 
privilege  of  filing  issuable  pleas. 

Ihid. 

42.  The  rule  of  law  is  well  settled, 
that  irregularities,  either  in  process 
or  proceedings,  are  cured  either 
b}^  appearance,  or  by  taking  any 
subsequent  step  in  the  cause, 
without  objection.  Beecher  et  al. 
V.  James  et  al.,  463 

43.  The  appellants  in  an  appeal,  and 
the  plaintiffs  in  a  writ  of  eri'or, 
may  always  dismiss   their  suit  be- 
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fore  a  decision  on  the  merits ;  and 
the  effect  of  such  dismissal  is  to 
leave  the  parties  where  they  were 
before  the  appeal  was  taken,  or  the 
writ  of  error  brought.  Hancock  Co. 
V.  Marsh,  492 

44.  The  recalling  of  a  witness,  after 
his  examination  has  been  closed,  is 
a  matter  of  discretion  in  the  Court, 
and  cannot  be  assigned  for  error. 
Russell  et  al.  v.  Martin,  494 

45.  In  an  action  by  several  plaintiffs, 
the  defendant  cannot  avail  himself 

.  of  the  fact  of  the  decease  of  one 
of  the  plaintiffs,  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  except  by 
plea  in  abatement.  Camden  et  al. 
V.  Robertson,  508 

46.  Quere,  Whether  an  objection  "to  a 
witness  for  the  plaintiff  on  account 
of  his  being  the  security  for  costs, 
should  not  be  made  before  trial. 
Eldredge  et  al.  v.  Huntington,    538 

47.  Where  a  written  instrument  upon 
which  an  action  is  brought  is  set 
out,  in  hoec  verba  in  the  declaration, 
it  is  unnecessary  to  file  a  copy  of 
the  same  with  the  declaration. 
Benjamin  v.  Delahay,  574 

Bee  Amendment  ;  Appeal  ;  Arrest  of 
Judgment;  Bill  of  Exceptions; 
Chancery;  Continuance;  Crimi- 
nal Law,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7 ;  Deposi- 
tion ;  Ejectment  ;  Instructions  ; 
Mandamus,  8 ;  New  Trial,  3 ; 
Partition  ';  Pleading  —  Demurrer 
—Pleas,  6,  8,  11,  12,  17,  18,  20, 
22,  25,  26,  27,  30,  31,  32;  Pro- 
cess ;  Replevin,  9,  10 ;  Will  ; 
Remittitur,  539. 

II.  In  Supreme   Court. 

1.  The  Supreme  Court  will  not  infer 
that  a  deed  was  excluded  from  the 
jury  in  the  Court  below,  upon  the 
technical  ground  of  want  of  proof 
of  its  due  execution,  unless  that 
reason  is  expressly  stated  in  the' 
bill  of  exceptions.  Cross  v.  Bryant 
et  al,  42 

2.  In  the  transcript  of  the  record,  the 
name  of  the  judge  and  a  locus  si- 
gilli  should  appear  at  the  end  of 
the  bill  of  exceptions,  else  the  Su- 
preme Court  will  not  recognise  the 
bill  of  exceptions  as  a  part  of  the 
record.  Unless  the  name  of  the 
judge  is  copied  with  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions,   the    Court  will  presume 


that  he  did  not  sign  it.     Jones  v, 
Sprague,  55 

3.  A  vvrit  of  certiorari  for  dimunition 
of  record  was  granted  after  the  ar- 
gument of  cause  had  been  cotn- 
menced.  Ihid. 

5.  Semble,  That  a  Supreme  Court 
Vv'ill  never  compel  an  inferior  court 
to  do  an  act  in  regard  to  which  the 
inferior  .court  is  vested  with  a  ju- 
dicial discretion.  The  People  v. 
Pearson,  .  204 

6.  Where  the  Court  have  reason  to 
suppose  that  a  cause  is  not  real, 
but  a  fictitious  proceeding,  proof 
will  be  required  that  the  action  is 
not  feigned.  Spragins  v.  Hough- 
ton, -211 

7.  Where  a  cause  is  tried  by  the 
Court  below,  without  the  inter- 
vention of  a  jury,  the  Supreme 
.Court  will  not,  in  a  doubtful  case, 
disturb  the  adjudication  of  the 
Court  below.  Webster  et  al.  v. 
Vickers,  295 

8.  A  plaintiff  may  have  his  own 
judgment  reversed.  Teal  v.  Russell 
et  al,  321 

9.  Where  a  cause  is  submitted  to  the 
Court  below  for  trial,  without  the 
intervention  of  a  jury,  the  decision 
of  that  .Court,  upon  the  weight 
and  effect  of  the  evidence,  will  not 
be  reversed,  unless  it  palpably  ap- 
pear that  the  character  of  the  testi- 
mony was  misconceived.  Harmon 
et  al.  V.  Thornton,  355 

10.  The  law  is  well  settled,  that  if 
an  objection,  which  is  of  such  a 
nature  that  it  might  have  been  re- 
moved by  further  evidence,  is  not 
taken  and  not  persisted  in  on  the 
trial  of  the  cause,  it  cannot  be 
taken  in  the  appellate  Court.  Ibid,' 
Gillham  v.  State  Bank  of  Illinois, 

247,  250 

11.  In  an  action  against  the  assign- 
ors of  a  promissory  note,  the  bill 
of  exceptions,  which  purported  to 
set  out  the  evidence,  did  not  state 
that  the  note  was  read  in  evi- 
dence ;  but  the  clerk  of  the  Court 
below  certified,  that  the  original 
note  was  among  the  papers  on  file 
in  the  cause :  Held,  that  as  the 
bill  of  exceptions  did  not  state 
that  all  the  evidence  was  contained 
in  it.  and  as  it  did  not  appear 
that  any  objection  was  made  in 
the  Court  below  to   the  sufficiency 
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of  the  evidence,  on  the  ground  of 
the  non-production  of  the  original 
note,  an  objection  to  the  decision 
of  the  Court  below,  on  this  ac- 
count, could  not  be  sustained  in  the 
appellate  Court.  Harmon  et  al.  v. 
Thornton,  355 

12.  Where  a  sheriff  or  other  officer 
neglects  or  fails  to  return  a  fee 
bill,  execution  or  other  process, 
the  practice  is,  in  the  first  instance, 
to  take  a  rule  against  him  to  return 
the  same ;  it  is  irregular  to 
issue  a  rule,  in  the  first  instance, 
to  show  cause  why  an  attachment 
should  not  issue.  The  People  y. 
Needles,  361 

13.  An  affidavit  of  the  relator, 
setting  forth,  "that  he  trans- 
mitted to  James  B.  Needles, 
late  sheriff  of  Monroe  county,  for 
collection,"  the  fee  bills  and  exe- 
cutions, was  sufficient  evidence  of 
their  having  come  to  the  hands  of 
the  defendant,  upon  a  motion  for 
a  rule  against  him,  to  return  the 
same.  Ibid. 

See  Appeal;  Certiorari;  Man- 
damus. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

See  Evidence,  17 ;  Promissory 
Note,  7,  8,  11,  41,  42; 
School  Lands,  5;  Trespass, 
11,  12. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

1.  The  cause  of  action  against  a 
principal  debtor,  in  favor  of  his 
surety,  accrues  when,  the  surety 
pays  the  debt,  not  before.  Shepard 
V.  Ogden,  260 

PROBATE  COURT. 
See  Evidence  ;  Execution,  1. 

PROBATE    OF  A  WILL, 
^ee  Will. 

PROCESS. 

1.  Surplusage  does  not  vitiate  a  war- 
rant. '  Shirtliff  V.  The  People,  9 

2.  Where  a  defendant  was  arrested 
upon  a  capias  ad  respondendum 
issued  upon  an  insufficient  affidavit, 
and  gave  bail,  and  upon  motion  to 


dismiss  the  suit  on  that  account, 
the  Court  directed  the  bail  bond 
to  be  canceled,  and  that  the  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  be  overruled,  and 
that  the  defendant  be  ruled  to 
plead:  Held,  that  the  Court  did 
not  err  in  refusing  to  dismiss  the 
suit,  and  that  the  capias  stood  in 
the  nature  of  a  summons ;  and  the 
arrest  being  equivalent  to  a  ser- 
vice of  a  summons,  the  defendant 
was  bound  to  appear  and  answer 
the  declaration.  Wann  v.  Mc- 
Ooon,  77 

3.  Where  more  tnan  a  term  inter- 
venes between  the  test  and  return 
day  of  original  process,  the  writ  is 
a  nullity.  Where  a  summons  was 
issued  on  the  6th  of  November, 
1839,  and  made  returnable  "  at 
the  next  term  to  be  holden  on  the 
third  Monday  of  November  nexty 
and  at  the  November  term,  1839, 
a  judgment  was  rendered  by  de- 
fault, it  was  reversed  on  error. 
ijalhoun  v.  Webster  et  al.,  222 

4.  A  summons  issued  under  the  pri- 
vate seal  of  the  clerk  of  the  Mu- 
nicipal Court  of  the  city  of  Chica- 
go, no  official  seal  being  provided, 
is  in  conformity  with  the  statutes, 
and  cannot  be  objected  to  on  ac- 
(fount  of  the  want  of  a  public  seal. 
Beaubien  v.  Sabine,  460 

5.  Where  an  action  was  commenced 
by  petition  and  summons,  and  upon 
affidavit  filed,  a  capias  was  issued 
of  the  same  date  as  the  summons, 
and  the  summons  and  capias  were 
both  served  on  the  defendant  at 
the  same  time ;  and  upon  motion 
of  the  defendant,  the  capnas  was 
quashed,  and  thereupon  the  de- 
fendant moved  to  strike  the  cause 
from  the  docket,  which  motion  the 
Court  overruled :  Held,  that  the 
decision  of  the  Court  was  cor- 
rect, and  that  the  cause  was  prop- 
erly periding  in  Court.  Delahay  v. 
Clement,  576 

See  Attachment  ;  Corporation  ; 
Execution;  Jurisdiction;  Justice 
OF  the  Peace,  3  4,  7;  Practice, 
7,  33,  42  ;  —  In  Supreme  Court, 
12,  13 ;  Service  of  Process. 

PROMISSORY  NOTE. 
1.  In  an  action  by  the  payees  against 
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the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  the 
defendant  pleaded  that  he  bargain- 
ed with  the  plaintiffs  for  the  pur- 
chase of  three  lots  of  ground,  by 
their  numbers,  in  the  town  of  Jer- 
seyville,  for  which  he  executed 
the  note  sued  on ;  that  at  the  time 
the  contract  was  made,  the  plaint- 
tiffs  pointed  out  and  showed  to  the 
defendant  the  location  and  situa- 
tion of  the  said  lots;  and  that  he 
bargained  for  the  lots  so  pointed 
out  aud  shown,  bat  that  the  lots,  as 
numbered  on  the  plat  of  the  town, 
do  not  include  the  ground  pointed 
out  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  purchas- 
ed by  the  defendant;  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  knew,  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  of  the  lots,  that  they  were  not 
situated  at  the  place  pointed  out 
and  shown ;  and  that  the  knowl- 
edge of  this  fact  was  by  them 
fraudulently  concealed  from  the 
defendant ;  and  that  since  the  sale 
of  said  lots  to  him,  the  plaintiffs 
sold  and  conveyed  the  same  lots  to 
another  person,  whereby  they  are 
unable  to  convey  them  to  him : 
Held,  that  the  facts  stated  in  the 
plea  were  a  good  defense  to  the 
action.     Kirhkmd  v.  Scott  et  al,    14 

2.  In  an  action  upon  a  note  given  for 
the  purchase  of  town  lots,  it  is  a 
good  defense  that  the  plaintiffs 
falsely  and  fraudulently  represent- 
ed the  lots  to  be  on  a  high  piece 
of  ground  on  one  of  the  principal 
streets  in  the  town,  and  pointed 
out  their  location,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant, relying  upon  the  repre- 
sentations so  made,  purchased  said 
lots.  Ihid. 

3.  But  it  seems  that  the  foregoing 
circumstances  would  not  constitute 
a  defense  to  such  action,  unless 
the  plaintiff  had  fraudulently  or 
knowingly  misrepresented  the  sit- 
uation of  the  lots  sold.  The  omis- 
sion to  charge  fraud  would  be  a 
fatal  defect.  If  the  mistake  had 
been  mutual,  the  defendant  would 
have  had  no  ground  of  defense. 

Ihid. 

4.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory 
note,  by  the  payee  against  the  ma- 
kers, the  defendants  pleaded  that 
the  plaintiff  sold  to  them  all  the 
interest  and  right  of  the  plaintiff 
in  the  Illinois  Land  Association, 
aud  the  dividends  which  the  plaint- 
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iff  was  entitled  to  from  the  asso- 
ciation, for  the  sale  of  choice  of 
lands  in  said  association  ;  and  that 
the  plaintiff  covenanted  and  agreed 
with  the  defendants,  to  convey 
said  lands  to  the  defendants,  and 
to  pay  to  the  association,  at  the 
date  of  the  sale,  the  amount  bid  by 
said  plaintiff  for  choice  of  lands  in 
the  association.  And  that  the  said 
defendants  should  receive  the  divi- 
dend which  said  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to,  arising  out  of  the  pay- 
ment of  choice  money  as  aforesaid. 
In  consideration  of  which  the  de- 
fendants executed  the  note  upon 
which  the  action  was  brought. 
They  also  avered  that  the  choice 
money  which  they  were  to  receive, 
amounted  to  $163,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  had  failed  to  pay  the 
amount  bid  by  him  for  choice  of 
lands  in  consequence  of  which 
the  defendants  had  not  received 
the  dividend  :  Held,  that  the  plea 
was  good  as  a  plea  of  partial  fail- 
ure of  consideration.  Purlxett  et  al. 
V.  Gh'egory,  45 

5.  A  plea  to  an  action  upon  a  note, 
that  the  consideration  was  a  lease 
which  was  illegal,  null,  and  void, 
is  good.     Kinzie  v.  Chicago,        188 

6.  In  an  action  by  the  endorsee  of  a 
promissory  note  endorsed  in  blank, 
it  is  not  necessary  either  to  fill  up 
the  blank,  or  to  prove  that  the 
plaintiff  is  the  legal  holder  of  the 
note.  The  filling  up  of  a  blank 
endorsement  is  a  mere  matter  of 
form,  and  may  be  dispensed  with 
altoo-ether.  GiUham  \.  State  Bank 
of  Illinois,  247 

7.  An  endorser  or  assignor  of  a 
promissory  note,  who  acted  merely 
as  the  agent  of  the  endorsee  or 
assignee,  in  receiving  the  note  as 
payee,  is  a  good  witness  for  the 
defendant,  to  impeach  the  consid- 
eration of  the  note  in  the  hands  of 
his  principal.  Wehster  et  al.  v. 
Vichers,  296 

8.  Upon  a  note  endorsed  to  "  N.  H. 
Eidgely,  cashier,"  a  suit  may  be 
maintained  by  N.  H.  Ridgely,  in 
his  individual  name ;  and  a  plea  to 
an  action  upon  such  a  note,  that 
the  note  was  endorsed  or  assign- 
ed to  him  as  the  agent  of  the  bank, 
and  that  he  never  had  any  inter- 
est in  the  note,  and  that  the  legal 
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and  beneficial  interest  therein  was 
in  the  bank,  would  constitute  no 
defense.       McHenry    v.    Ridgely, 

310 
9.  Semble,  That  the  law  is  well  set- 
tled that  where  a  note  is  payable 
to  bearer,  or  is  endorsed  in  blank, 
a  suit  may  be  maintained  in  the 
name  of  any  person  who  is  the 
holder  of  the  note,  without  his  be- 
ing required  to  show  an  interest  in 
it,  unless  he  possesses  the  note 
under  suspicious  circumstances  ; 
and  if  the  question  of  viala  fide 
possessio,  which  is  one  of  fact,  to 
be  submitted  to  the  jury,  is  not 
raised  by  the  defendant,  the  Court 
will  not  enquire  into  the  right  of 
the  plaintiff,  but  will  consider  pos- 
session of  the  note  as  evidence  of 
pi'operty.  Ibid. 

10.  It  is  also  settled,  that  where  the 
plaintiff  on  the  record  is  a  mere 
trustee  for  another,  the  defendant 
may  avail  himself  of  any  defense, 
which  he  might  set  up  against  the 
real  owner  of  the  instrument,  pro- 
vided the  action  had  been  brought 
in  his  name.  Ihid. 

11.  An  action  may  be  maintained  by 
W.  in  his  individual  name,  on  a 
note  payable  to  "  W.,  school  com- 
missioner, and  agent  for  the  inhab- 
itants of  the  county,  &c. ; "  and 
such  suit  may  be  brought  by  peti- 
tion and  summons ;  and  no  aver- 
ment is  necessary  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  the  rate  of  in- 
terest specified  in  the  note.  Mc- 
Connel  v.  Thomas^  314 

12.  In  an  action  by  the  assignee 
against  the  assignor  of  a  promis- 
sory note,  proof  that  the  plaintiff 
instituted  a  suit  against  the  maker, 
at  the  first  term  of  the  court  having 
competent  jurisdiction,  recovered 
judgment,  and  issued  execution, 
which  was  returned  by  the  sheriff, 
nulla  bona,  as  to  a  portion  of  the 
amount  of  the  note,  which  could 
not  be  collected  of  the  maker, — 
is  evidence  of  sufficient  diligence 
to  charge  the  assignor.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  issue  a  capias  ad 
satisfaciendum.  Coivles  et  al.  v. 
Litchfield,  360 

13.  A  declaration  by  an  assignee 
against  an  assignor  of  a  promisso- 
ry note,  which  alleges  the  entire 
insolvency  of  the  maker ;  and  that 


the  institution  of  a  suit  at  law  to 
recover  the  amount,  at  the  time 
the  note  became  due,  would  have 
been  unavailing,  is  good  and  suffi- 
cient. Ibid]  Harmon  et  al.  v.  Thorn- 
io7-i,  355 

14.  In  an  action  by  the  assignee 
against  the  maker  of  a  promissory 
note,  it  is  a  good  defense,  that  the 
note  was  given  in  consideration  of 
a  tract  of  land,  and  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  note,  it 
was  expressly  understood  and 
agreed  between  the  payee  and  the 
defendant,  that  he  should  not  be 
called  on  for  the  payment  of  the 
note,  until  the  payee  should  obtain 
a  patent  from  the  United  States 
for  the  said  land,  which  he  expect- 
ed would  be  obtained  before,  or  at 
furtherest,  at  the  maturity  of  the 
note  ;  that  the  assignee,  at  the  time 
of  the  transfer  of  the  note  to  him, 
had  notice  of  the  consideration  of 
the  note,  and  of  said  agreement, 
and  promised  that  he  would  not 
sue  the  defendant;  and  that  the 
payee  had  not  obtained  a  patent 
for  the  land,  although  a  full  con- 
sideration was  paid  for  the  note  by 
the  assignee.  Graham  et  al  v. 
Peyton,  364 

15.  The  act  in  relation  to  promissors 
notes  makes  the  assignor  liable 
only  in  case  the  assignee  has  used 
due  diligence  to  coUect  the  money 
from  the  maker  of  the  note.  Sauti- 
ders  V.  O Briant,  370 

16.  Due  diligence  does  not  consist  in 
merely  instituting  suit  against  the 
maker,  and  prosecuting  it  to  judg- 
ment. In  order  to  show  this  dili- 
gence, it  is  clearly  the  duty  of 
the  assignee  to  prove,  that  within 
the  county  where  the  suit  was 
commenced,  he  had  used  all  the 
means  that  the  law  had  furnished 
him  with,  to  collect  the  money. 

Ibid. 

17.  Where  the  plaintiff,  the  assignee 
of  a  promissory  note,  in  order  to 
charge  the  assignor,  proved  that 
he  had  used  due  diligence  in  insti- 
tuting and  prosecuting  a  suit  to 
judgment  upon  the  note,  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  and  had  issued 
execution  thereon  m  due  season, 
and  delivered  the  same  to  a  con- 
stable, who  had  returned  the  same, 
"no   property   found :"     Held,  that 
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this  did  not  show  the  due  dili- 
gence required  by  the  statute ;  and 
that  to .  make  the  assignor  liable,  it 
should  have  appeared,  that  a  trans- 
script  of  the  judgment  of  the  jus- 
tice had  been  filed  in  the  office  of 
the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  county  in  which  the  suit  was 
instituted,  and  that  execution  had 
been  issued  thereon,  by  the  clerk 
of  the  Circuit  Court,  and  that  it 
had  been  returned  by  the  sheriff 
of  the  county,  that  the  defendant 
in  such  execution  had  no  lands  or 
tenements  in  the  county,  out*  of 
which  the  amount  of  the  note  could 
have  been  cohected.  I  hid. 

18.  A  want  of  consideration,  and  no- 
tice to  the  assignee,  of  that  fact, 
before  or  at  the  time  of  the  assign- 
ment of  a  promissory  note,  is  a 
good  defense  to  an  action  on  a 
promissory  note  by  an  assignee. 
Elston  V.  Blanchard,  422 

19.  It  is  a  good  defense  to  an  action 
by  the  assignee  of  a  promissory 
note,  against  the  assignor,  who  was 
also  payee,  that  the  endorsement 
made  by  the  defendant  on  the  note 
was  made  after  the  note  became 
due,  to  one  Schooler,  a  subsequent 
assignor,  without  any  consider- 
ation whatever,  at  the  request 
of  Schooler,  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  enabling  him  to  sue  on 
the  note  in  his  own  name,  with  the 
express  agreement,  on  the  part  of 
Schooler,  that  the  defendant  should 
not  be  held  hable  on  his  endorse- 
ment ;  and  that  the  note  was  sold 
to  Schooler  sometime  before  the 
endorsement  was  made,  and  after 
the  note  became  due,  for  a  price 
much  less  than  the  face  of  the 
note,  and  that  Schooler  purchased 
the  same  at  his  own  exclusive 
risk.     Hayes  v.  Gorham  et  al,     432 

20.  In  an  action  by  an  assignee  of  a 
promissory  note  against  an  assign- 
or, a  subsequent  assignor  is  not  a 
competent  witness  for  the  plaint- 
iff, although  the  plaintiff  had  re- 
covered judgment  against  him  for 
the  amount  of  the  note  and  inter- 
est. Ibid. 

21.  Where  a  promissory  note  is  spe- 
cially assigned  by  the  payees,  to 
third  persons,  who  are  the  legal 
holders  of  tlic  note,  an  action  can- 
not be  maintained  upon  the  note 
in  the  name  of  the  payees,  though 
commenced  by  the  attorney  of  the 


assignees,  for  their  use.  Yet  if 
the  special  endorsement  be  erased 
at  the  trial,  the  action  may  be 
maintained.  I{yle  v.  T/wwp'son  et 
al,  432 

22.  A  plea  to  an  action  upon  a  prom- 
issory note,  payable  twelve  months 
after  date  by  an  assignee,  that  the 
note  was  assigned  after  it  became 
due,  and  that  the  consideration  of 
the  note  was  a  bond  of  the  same 
date  as  the  note,  executed  by  the 
payee  of  the  note,  to  the  makers, 
conditioned  to  convey  certain  lands 
described  in  the  plea,  by  deed,  in 
fee  simple,  with  general  and  spe- 
cial warranty,  within  four  months 
from  the  date  of  the  note,  and 
that  the  payee  of  the  note  did  not, 
within  that  time,  convey  the  said 
lands,  according  to  his  covenant, 
and  therefore  the  consideration  of 
the  note  had  failed,  is  a  bar  to 
such  action.      Tyler  v.  Toung  et  al, 

447 

23.  So,  likewise,  is  a  plea  setting 
forth  the  same  facts,  except  the 
failure  to  convey,  and  averring  that 
the  payee  of  the  note,  neither  at 
the  date  of  the  note,  nor  within 
said  four  months,  had  any  legal  ti- 
tle whatever  to  the  lands.         Ibid. 

24.  So,  likewise,  is  a  plea  setting 
forth  the  same  facts  as  the  first 
plea,  except  that  it  alleged  that 
the  payee  had  not  conveyed  the 
premises,  and  it  was  out  of  his 
power  to  convey  the  same  accord- 
ing to  his  covenant,  because  of 
certain  judgments  against  him, 
which  were  liens  on  the  premises. 

Ibid'. 

25.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory 
note,  a  plea  that  the  consideration 
of  the  note  was  the  sale  of  certain 
lands  to  the  defendant,  to  which 
the  plaintiff  represented  he  had  a 
good  and  valid  title,  whereas  in 
fact  he  had  no  title  to  the  premi- 
ses, is  a  bar  to  a  recovery.  Myers 
v.  Aihman,  '453 

26.  The  drawer  of  a  note  or  bill  is 
liable  according  to  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  note  is  drawn  ; 
and  the  endorser  according  to  the 
law  of  the  place  of  endorsement. 
The  endorsement  is  a  new  and 
substantive  contract;  consequent- 
ly the  place  of  residence  of  the 
makers  and  endorsers  is  immate- 
rial. HoTbrooh  et  al  v.  Vibhard  et 
al,  467 
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27.  Upon  a  note  made  and  endorsed 
in  New  York,  by  residents  of  Illi- 
nois, and  payable  in  Illinois,  the 
liability  of  the  endorsers  is  gov- 
erned by  the  law  of  New  York. 

lUd. 

28.  To  an  action  by  the  payee  of  a 
promissory  note,  against  the  mak- 
er, the  defendant  pleaded  that  the 
plahitifiP  assigned  the  note,  by  en- 
dorsement, to  one  Robertson,  who, 
in  like  manner,  assigned  the  note 
to  one  Bacon,  who,  in  like  man- 
ner, assigned  the  same  to  Atkin- 
son &  Co.,  who  are  the  legal  hold- 
ers of  the  note:  Held,  that  the 
facts  stated  in  the  plea  were  a  bar 
to  the  action.  Campbell  v.  Hum- 
phries, 479 

29.  The  rule  of  law  is  well  settled, 
that  the  party  in  whom  the  legal 
interest  in  a  promissory  note  is 
vested,  must  bring  the  action  to 
recover  its  contents.  Ibid. 

30.  If  the  payee,  or  any  assignor  of 
a  promissory  note,  has  been  under 
the  necessity  of  taking  up  the 
note,  his  right  of  action  revives. 

Ibid. 

31.  A  part  failure  of  consideration 
cannot  be  given  in  evidence,  under 
the  general  issue,  and  notice  of  a 
set  off,  or  of  an  entire  failure  of 
consideration.  Swain  et  al.  v.  Ca- 
ruood,  507 

32.  Where  a  note  is  given  in  con- 
sideration of  work  done  under  a 
contract,  after  the  completion 
and  acceptance  of  the  work,  the 
note  is  prima  facie  evidence  that 
the  work  was  well  done,  and  the 
contract  fully  performed.  Ibid. 

33.  It  is  no  defense  to  an  action  upon 
a  promissory  note,  that  the  plaint- 
iff, in  consideration  of  an  agree- 
ment on  the  part  of  a  third  person, 
to  pay  additional  interest  on  the 
note  sued  on,  promised  and  agreed 
with  the  defendant,  to  extend  the 
time  of  pajmient,  to  a  time  subse- 
quent to  the  commencement  of  the 
suit ;  nor  is  the  fact  that  the  plaint- 
iff, in  consideration  of  the  prom- 
ise of  a  third  person  to  pay  the 
note,  verbally  discharged  and  re- 
leased the  defendant  from  the 
payment  thereof.  Such  agree- 
ments on  the  part  of  the  third 
person  are  without  consideration 
and  void ;  and  consequently  the 
promise    or  release  of  the  plaintiff 


is  without  consideration.  Evans  v. 
Lohr,       "  514. 

34.  In  an  action  by  the  assignee 
against  the  assignor  of  a  promis- 
sory note,  it  is  not  necessary  for 
the  plaintiff  to  show  a  judgment 
against  the  maker,  to  lay  a  foun- 
dation for  the  introduction  in  evi- 
dence of  an  execution  issued 
thereon.  The  assignor  is  a  privy 
in  interest  with  the  assignee,  in 
the  proceedings  to  enforce  pay- 
ment of  the  maker.  Raphe  v. 
Morgan,  562 

3^.  In  an  action  by  the  assignee 
against  the  assignor  of  a  promis- 
sory note,  upon  the  ground  that 
diligence  by  suit  has  been  used 
against  the  maker  the  return  of 
miUa  bona  upon  an  execution 
against  the  maker,  is  evidence  of 
his  insolvency.  But  in  order  to 
charge  the  assignor,  it  is  also  ne- 
cessary to  show  that  suit  was  insti- 
tuted against  the  maker,  within  a 
reasonable  time  after  the  debt  be- 
came due,  or  the  assignment  Avas 
made.  Ibid. 

36.  When  the  record  in  such  case 
showed  that  suit  was  commenced 
within  three  days  after  the  note 
fell  due,  and  that  the  assignee  du- 
ly issued  execution  to  a  constable 
upon  the  judgment  rendered  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace  on  the  note, 
which  was  returned  nulla  bona 
within  thirty-seven  days ;  and 
thereupon  a  transcript  of  the 
judgment  was  filed  in  the  office  of 
the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  county,  and  execution  issued 
thereon  to  the  sheriff,  which  was 
returned  nuUa  bona :  Held,  that 
due  diligence  was  shown.  Ibid. 

37.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to 
show  the  insolvency  of  the  maker 
of  a  promissory  note.  So,  also,  is 
the  admission  of  that  fact  by  the 
assignor.  Ibid. 

38.  It  is  a  well-settled  principle,  that 
the  bona  fide  purchaser  of  a  note, 
in  a  fair  course  of  trade,  at  a 
greater  discount  than  the  rate  of 
interest  allowed  by  law,  is  not 
usurious,  where  the  original  con- 
sideration was  not  tainted  with 
usury.  Ibid. 

39.  In  an  action  by  the  assignee 
against  an  assignor  of  a  promisso- 
ry note,  the  measure  of  damages 
is  the  amount  paid  by  the  assignee. 

Ibid. 
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40.  A  blank  endorsement  upon  a 
promissory  note  is  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  assignee,  and  may  be 
filled  up  with  his  name  before,  or 
at  the  trial  of  a  suit  upon  the  note. 
Jackson  v.  HasJcell,  565 

41.  In  an  action  against  the  principal, 
upon  a  note  made  by  an  agent,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  prove  the  au- 
thority of  the  agent,  or  that  the 
note  was  given  for  a  debt  of  the 
principal,  unless  the  denial  of  the 
execution  of  the  note  is  verified 
by  affidavit.     Delahay  v.    Clement, 

576 

42.  A  promissory  note  may  be  made 
in  proper  person,  by  a  partner,  or 
agent,  or  when  the  act  is  subse- 
quently recognized  and  confirmed, 
by  a  third  person  without  previous 
authority;  and  when  made  in 
either  of  these  ways,  it  is  valid 
against  the  person  whose  note  it 
purports  to  be,  and  a  considera- 
tion will  be  presumed,  until  the 
contrary  is  made  to  appear.     Ibid. 

43.  Appendix,  A.,  579 

See  Bank;  Chancery,  17,  18,  19, 
20,  21;  Evidence,  16,  21; 
Guaranty  ;  Mistake  ;  Petition 
AND  Summons;  Pleading — Dec- 
laration, 8;  Practice,  10,  11, 
15,  16,  32,  36,  47  —  In  Supreme 
^ourt,  11. 

PUBLIC  LANDS. 

See  Trespass;  Vendor. 

PURCHASER. 

See  Vendor. 

RECEIPT. 
1.  "Where  two  persons  are  jointly 
indebted  to  a  third,  either  has  a 
right  to  pay  the  debt,  and  call  on 
his  co-debtor  to  repay  his  moiety. 
The  payment  may  be  proved  by 
either  the  verbal  or  written  con- 
fession of  the  person  to  whom  the 
payment  ought  to  be  made ;  and 
his  receipt  is  prima  facie  evidence 
that  the  payment  has  been  made. 
Ballance  v.  Frishy  et  al.,  65 

See  Evidence,  19. 

RECORD. 

See  Criminal  Law,  3 ;  Exemplifi- 
cation. 


RECORDING  DEED. 

See  Deed. 

RELEASE. 
See    Award,    8,    4;       Promissory 
Note. 

REMOVAL  PROM  OFFICE. 

See  Constitution. 

REPLEVIN  AND  REPLEVIN 
BOND 

1.  Debt  is  a  proper  form  of  action  on 
a  replevin  bond.  Ma7ining  et  al. 
V.  Pierce,  6 

2.  Where  the  condition  of  a  replevin 
bond  was,  that  if  the  plaintiff 
should  prosecute  his  suit  with 
effect,  and  save  the  officer  harmless, 
or  make  return  of  the  property,  if 
the  same  should  be  awarded  to  the 
defendant,  &c.,  and  the  declara- 
tion averred  that  such  proceedings 
were  had  in  the  suit,  that  it  was 
adjudged  that  the  plaintiff  should 
take  nothing  by  his  writ;  and 
thereupon  a  writ  of  retorno  habendo 
was  awarded  and  delivered  to  the 
officer;  and  that  the  plaintiff  ''did 
not  prosecute  his  suit  with  effect, 
or  make  return  of  the  property " 
replevied :  Held,  that  the  breach 
alleged  in  the  declaration  was  suf- 
ficient. Ibid. 

3.  Under  the  plea  of  non  cepit,  in  an 
action  of  replevin,  the  title  to  the 
property  in  controversy  is  not  put 
in  issue.  The  only  question  to  be 
tried  by  the  jury  is,  the  taking  of 
the  property  by  the  defendant,  as 
alleged  by  the  plaintiff.  Galusha  v. 
Butterfield  et  al,  227 

4.  A  wagon  and  harness  were  deliv- 
ered by  A.  to  B.,  for  which  B.  exe- 
cuted his  note  to  A.  payable  in 
five  and  seven  months  from  date, 
and  A.  gave  to  B.  a  memorandum 
in  writing,  stating  that  when  the 
notes  were  paid,  the  property 
should  belong  to  B.,  and  the  mem- 
orandum was  to  be  a  "  perfect  bill 
of  sale";  lint  until  the  payment 
tlie  memorandum  was  to  operate 
as  a  license  to  use  the  property. 
This  memorandum  was  put  into 
the  hands  cf  a  third  person,  for 
safe  keeping.  Three  or  fonr 
months  after  the  date  of  this  trans- 
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action,  B.  sold  the  property,  and 
received  pay,  in  part,  by  the  satis- 
faction of  an  obligation  which  the 
purchaser  held  against  him,  (the 
purchaser  knowing  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  memorandum,  though 
it  did  not  appear  that  he  knew  its 
contents,)  and  A.  thereupon  replev- 
ied the  property  of  the  purchaser, 
and  on  the  trial  of  the  cause, 
under  the  pleas  of  non  cepit,  and 
property  in  the  defendant,  the 
above  facts  appearing,  the  Court 
instructed  the  jury  to  find,  for  the 
defendant,  as  in  case  of  nonsuit, 
and  the  jury  found  the  issues  for 
the  defendant,  and  assessed  his 
damages  at  $40.  The  Supreme 
Court  refused  to  grant  a  supersedeas. 
Morris  v.  Grover,  529 

5.  In  an  action  upon  a  replevin  bond, 
it  is  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff 
to  aver,  in  his  declaration,  that  a 
writ  of  retorno  Jiabendo  had  been 
issued.     Hunter  v.  Sherman,       544 

6.  A  breach  in  a  declaration  on  a 
replevin  bond,  which  states  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  in  favor  of 
the  defendant  in  replevin,  and  that 
a  return  of  the  goods  was  ordered 
and  adjudged  to  him,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  in  replevin  refused  and 
neglected  to  return  them,  accord- 
ing to  such  order  and  adjudication, 
is  sufficient.  Ihid. 

7.  The  rules  of  pleading  do  not 
require,  in  an  action  upon  a  replevin 
bond,  that  the  breach  should  be 
alleged  in  broader  terms  than 
those  used  in  the  condition  of  the 
bond.  Ihid. 

8.  Semble,  That  in  an  action  upon  a 
replevin  bond,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  a  breach  should  be  formerly 
assigned;  but  the  plaintiff  will  be 
entitled  to  recover,  if  a  sufficient 
breach  otherwise  appear.  Ibid. 

9.  Where  in  an  action  of  debt 
upon    a    replevin    bond,    judgment 

'.  was  rendered  in  damages,  for  a 
greater  amount  than  the  ad  dam- 
num laid  in  the  declaration ;  and 
after  writ  of  error  brought,  the 
judgment  was  amended,  by  g-emit- 
ting  the  excess  of  damages,  and 
entering  the  judgment  in  debt :  Held, 
that  the  amendment  cured  the  error 
in  the  original  judgment.  Ibid. 

10.  Objections  cannot  be  sustained, 
on  error,  to  a  judgment  rendered 
in  an  action  on   a   replevin   bond, 


because  there  was  no  averment 
in  the  declaration,  that  the  plaint- 
iff was  Sheriff,  or  that  the  bond 
was  taken  in  a  replevin  suit,  or 
that  the  goods  were  replevied,  or 
of  the  interest  of  the  defendants 
in  replevin  in  the  goods  replevied, 
or  of  special  damage  to  the  plaint- 
iff, or  that  the  plaintiff"  declares 
for  damage  only,  or  that  the  per- 
sons for  whose  use  the  suit  was 
brought  were  the  defendants  in 
replevin,  or  because  the  damages 
were  laid  as  sustained  by  the  offi- 
cer in  whose  name  it  was  brought, 
or  that  there  is  no  averment  of  the 
commencament  of  the  replevin 
suit.  Such  objections  are  purely 
technical,  and  are  mostly  cured  by 
the  statute  of  jeofails. 

EESIDENT. 

See  Elective  Franchise. 


EES  ADJUDICATA. 

1.  When  the  supreme  judicial  tribu- 
nal of  a  State  has  declared  what 
the  law  is  on  a  given  point,  when 
the  same  point  comes  again  in  liti- 
gation, all  other  courts  in  the  State 
are  bound  to  conform  to  the  decision. 
The  People  v.  Field,  79 

'  See  Justice  of  the  Peace,  5 


RETROSPECTIVE  LAWS. 
See  Deed. 

1.  On  the  trial  of  the  right  to  prop- 
erty levied  on  by  execution,  the 
claimant  cannot  object  to  the  exe- 
cution. By  proceeding  under  the 
law  authorizing  the  trial  of  the 
right  of  property,  he  admits  the 
validity  of  the  execution,  and  only 
claims  that  it  has  been  levied  on 
his  property,  and  not  on  the  prop- 
erty of  the  defendant  in  the  exe- 
cution. If  the  execution  is  a  nul- 
lity, the  remedy  is  by  an  action  of 
trespass,  replevin,  or  trover  against 
the   officer.     Harrison  v.    Singleton. 

22 

2.  On  a  trial  of  the  right  of  property 
in  the  Circuit  Court,  the  jurors 
need  not  sign  the  verdict ;  they 
are  only  required  to  sign  the  ver- 
dict, where  the  trial  is  had  before 
the  ministerial  officer.  Ibid. 
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RIGHT    OF  WAY. 

1.  Under  the  Ad  concerning  the  Right 
of  Way^  &c.,  in  ascertaining  the 
damage  which  will  accrue  to  the 
claimant,  the  benefit  that  will  re- 
sult to  the  claimant's  land,  from 
the  construction  of  the  road,  is  to 
be  inquired  into,  and  not  that 
which  mav  result  from  its  location. 
State  V.  Evana,  209 

2.  Semble,  That  by  the  appropriation 
of  the  land  of  an  individual  to  the 
use  of  the  public,  under  the  Inter- 
nal improvement  law  and  the  Act 
concerning  the  Riyht  of  Way,  the 
land  thus  taken  becomes  vested  in 
the  State,  upon  payment  of  the 
damages,  and  the  original  owner  is 
from  thenceforth  divested  of  all 
right  and  title  to  the  same.        Ihid. 

RULES  OF  COURT  XV. 


SALE  OF  PROPERTY. 

1.  In  an  action  by  the  purchaser  to 
recover  the  purchase-money  paid, 
or  damages,  on  the  sale  of  any  ar- 
ticle, on  the  ground  that  it  is  infe- 
rior in  quality  to  what  i£  was  rep- 
resented to  be,  it  is  necessary  to 
allege  and  prove  either  fraud  or  an 
express  warranty.  To  well  et  al.  v. 
Gaiewood,  25 

See    Debtor    and    Creditor;     Ped- 
ler;  Replevin;  Trespass;  War- 
ranty. 

SCHOOL  FUND  AND  SCHOOL 
LANDS. 

i.  In  an  action  by  a  commissioner 
of  school  lands  upon  a  note  made 
to  him  for  the  use  of  the  inhabit- 
ants of  a  certain  township,  the 
inhabitants  of  that  township  cannot 
be  jurors.  Russell  et  al.  v.  Hamil- 
ton^ 57 

2.  The  twenty  per  centum  interest 
given  by  the  statute  against  a 
borrower  of  a  portion  of  the 
school  fund,  for  a  failure  to  pay 
the  same  promptly,  is  a  penalty, 
and  cannot  be  recovered  m  an 
action  on  the  note  given  for  the 
money  loaned,  unless  there  is  an 
averment  of  the  forfeiture  of  the 
penalty  in  the  declaration.         Ihid. 

3.  An  action  may  be  maintained  by 
W.,  in  his  individual  name,  on  a 
note  payable  to  "  W.,  school  com- 


missioner, and  agent  for  the  in- 
habitants of  the  county,"  &c.  ■ 
and  such  suit  may  be  brought  by 
petition  and  summons;  and  no 
averment  is  necessary  to  enable 
the  plaintiff  to  i-ecover  the  rate  of 
interest  specified  in  the  note.  Mc- 
Connel  v.  Thomas,  314 

4.  Interest  is  regarded  as  an  inci- 
dent to  the  debt ;  and  is  given  in 
the  form  of  damages,  without  be- 
ing specially  claimed  in  the  declara- 

_tion.  Jiid. 

5.  Under  the  statutes  in  relation 
to  the  sale  of  school  lands,  the 
school  commissioner  may  be  con- 
sidered the  legally  constituted 
agent,  both  for  the  State  and  the 
purchaser,  to  receive  the  patents, 
and  when  they  are  delivered  to 
him,  in  compliance  with  the  stat- 
ute, the  title  is  divested  out  of  the 
State,  and  becomes  vested  in  the 
purchaser.  The  People  v.  The 
Auditor,  568 

6.  Where  lands  were  sold  by  a 
school  commissioner,  one-fourth  of 
the  purchase-money  being  paid 
in  hand,  and  a  credit  of  one,  two, 
and  three  years  given  on  the  bal- 
ance, and  certificates  delivered  to 
the  purchasers  containing  a  stipu- 
lation, that,  upon  the  payment  of 
the  remainder  of  the  purchase- 
money,  patents  should  be  issued 
to  the  purchasers  :  Held,  that  the 
certificates  could  not  be  under- 
stood as  in  any  manner  affecting 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1829, 
required  the  Auditor  to  forward 
the  patents  when  he  received  the 
returns  of  the  school  commissioner, 
or  as  restraining  him  from  issuing 
them  before  the  expiration  of  tiie 
term  of  credit.  Ibid. 

7.  Where  the  law  authorizing  the 
sale  of  school  lands,  on  credit, 
required  the  commissioners  to 
take  a  mortgage  upon  the  land 
sold,  and  also  personal  security  for 
the  payment  of  the  purchase-money, 
the  Court  will  presume  that  they 
weie  taken.  Ibid. 

8.  The  presumption  is  that  a  public 
officer  discharges  his  duty,  until  the 
contrary  is  shown.  Ibid. 

9.  An  assignee  of  a  certificate  of  the 
purchase  of  a  portion  of  school 
land,  assigned  subsequently  to 
the  issuing  of  the  patent  to  the 
original  purchaser,  and  its  deliv- 
ery to  the  school  commissioner,  is 
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not  entitled  to  receive  the  patent  in 
his  own  name  under  the  act  of  1837. 
That  act  permits  a  patent  to  be 
issued  to  the  last  assignee,  only 
when  a  patent  has  not  issued  to  the 
first  purchaser.  Ihid. 

10.  Semble,  that  where  a  patent  has 
been  improperly  issued  by  the  Au- 
ditor, to  a  person  not  entitled  to  re- 
ceive the  same,  the  Supreme  Court 
will  not  compel  the  Auditor,  by  7na«- 
damus,  to  issue  another.  Ibid. 

11,  A  patent  cannot  be  set  aside  or 
vacated  upon  a  motion  for  a  man- 
damus against  the  Auditor,  requir- 
ing him  to  issue  another  patent  for 
the  same  land.  Ibid. 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 
It  is  sufficient  in  a  scire  facias  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage,  to  set  out  a 
copy  of  the  mortgage  with  the 
certificates  of  acknowledgment 
and  of  record  annexed,  without 
averring^  that  the  mortgage  was 
acknowledged  or  recorded,  or 
averring  that  default  had  been 
made  in  the  payment  of  the 
money  mentioned  therein,  where  it 
appears  from  the  mortgage,  that 
the  money  was  to  have  been  paid 
before  the  issuing  of  the  writ. 
Mitcheltree  v.  Stewart  et  at,  20 

SEAL. 

1.  A  lease" executed  by  the  "Trust- 
ees of  the  town  of  Cliicago,"  with- 
out the  corporate  seal,  is  void.  Kin- 
zie  V.  Chicago,  188 

2.  The  mode  of  assenting  to  and 
authenticating  the  acts  of  a  cor- 
porate   body    which    uses    a   seal, 

;,'  is  to  affix  the  seal  with  a  declara- 
tion that  it  is  the  seal  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  to  verify  the  act  by 
the  signatures  of  the  president  and 
secretary.  Ibid. 

3.  A  statement  in  a  note  that  it  is 
sealed,  where  no  seal  is  affixed, 
does  not  make  the  note  a  sealed 
instrument.  Vance  et  ah  v.  Funk 
et  al,  264 

See  Exemplification  ;  Process,  4. 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE. 
^See  Constitution. 

SECURITY    FOR  COSTS. 
See  Evidence,  33. 


SERVICE  OF  PROCESS. 

1.  The  return  of  a  sheriff  upon  a 
scire  facias  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage was  as  follows:  "Executed 
the  within  as  the  law  directs,  by 
reading  and  delivering  to  defend- 
ant a  true  copy,  November  1st, 
1837."  .  The  process  was  return- 
able on  the  first  Monday  of  Novem- 
ber, 1837:  Held,  that  the  return 
was  formally  correct.  Mitcheltree  v. 
Stewart  et  al,  20 

2.  The  return  of  the  sheriff  upon  a 
summons  in  chancery,  stated  that 
the  same  was  executed  by  leaving 
true  copies  thereof  at  the  resi- 
dence of  the  defendants,  in  the 
hands  of  white  persons  over  four- 
teen years  of  age,  after  having 
explained  to  them  the  contents 
thereof:  Held,  that  the  return  was 
not  sufficient.  Toionsend  et  al.  v. 
Griggs,  366 

3.  Where  a  summons  in  chancery 
is  served  by  leaving  a  copy  at  the 
residence  of  the  defendant,  the 
return  of  the  officer  must  show  that 
the  person  with  whom  the  sum- 
mons was  left  was  of  the  family  of 
the  defendant.  Ibid. 

4.  Semble,  That  a  return  to  a  sum- 
mons, in  these  words,  "  Served  by 
reading  to  the  within.  Oct.  23 
1837.  John  Shrigley,  High  Con- 
stable, pr.  L.  Nichols,  Deputy 
High  Constable,"  is  sufficient. 
Beaubien  v.  Sabine,  460 

5.  An  order  or  rule  upon  an  officer 
to  return  process  should  be  served 
by  copy.  The  People  v.  Mc- 
Hatton,  666 

6.  Where  a  rule  to  show  cause  why 
an  attachment  should  not  issue 
against  an  officer  for  neglecting 
to  return  process  was  served 
twenty  days  before  the  return  day, 
by  leaving  a  copy  of  the  rule  with 
the  officer,  and  he  acknowledged 
the  service,  and  no  cause  was 
shown,  an  attachment  was  award- 
ed against  him.  The  People  v, 
Hallett,  566 
See  Practice  ;  Process. 

SETTLERS  AND  SETTLE- 
MENTS. 
See  Trespass. 

SHERIFF. 
1.  In  the   receiving   and   filing   the 
bond  of  a  sheriff,  and  administer- 
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ing  to  him  the  oaths  of  office,  a 
clerk  of  a  Circuit  Court  acts  min- 
isterially, under  the  direction  of 
the  law,  and  not  of  the  Court; 
and  these  acts  may  be  done  as 
well  out  of  court  as  in  court.  The 
People  V.  Fletcher.  487 

2.  A  sheriff  elect  has  thirty  days  af- 
ter notice  by  the  clerk  of  the  re- 
ceipt of  his  commission,  within 
which  to  file  his  bond  and  take 
the  oaths  of  office ;  and  this  time 
is  allowed  him  whether  a  term  of 
the  Court  intervenes  or  not.     Ihid. 

3.  When  a  judge  of  a  Circuit  Court 
has  approved  of  the  bond  of  a 
sheriff,  his  duties  cease,  and  he 
has  no  more  control  over  it.     Ihid. 

4.  Where  a  sheriff  elect,  at  the  first 
term  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  his 
county,  after  receiving  notice  of 
the  receipt  of  his  commission  by 
the  clerk,  prepared  his  bond,  which 
was  approved  by  the  Court,  but 
the  sheriff  did  not  appear  in  per- 
son and  offer  the  bond,  or  offer  to 
take  the  oaths  of  office,  either  in 
court,  or  before  the  clerk  during 
the  continuance  of  the  term,  but 
presented  his  bond  to  the  clerk 
and  offered  to  take  the  oaths 
of  office,  after  the  adjournment  of 
Court,  but  before  the  expiration  of 
thirty  days  from  the  time  he  re- 
ceived notice  of  the  receipt  of 
his  commission,  and  the  clerk  then 
refused  to  receive  the  bond,  and 
administer  to.  him  the  oaths  of 
office,  a  writ  of  mandarmis  was 
awarded  to  compel  the  clerk  to  re- 
ceive the  bond,  and  administer  the 
oaths  of  office.  Ibid. 

SHERIFFS  SALE. 

1.  No  difference  exists  between  a 
purchaser  at  private  sale,  and 
one  at  a  sheriff's  sale.  Robinson  v. 
Rowan,  501. 

SHIPPING. 

See  Common  Carrier. 

SLANDER. 

1.  In  an  action  for  slander,  it  is  no 
justification  that  the  defendant,  at 
the  time  he  spoke  the  slanderous 
words,  accompanied  them  with  an 
explanation  that  such  was  the 
common  report ;  and  that  he  spoke 
the  words  as  merely  giving  the 
Vol.  II.  79 


report.  Wheeler  v.  Shields,  350 
2.  In  an  action  for  slander,  where 
the  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty, 
and  depositions,  proving  the  good 
character  of  the  plaintiff,  were  ad- 
mitted in  evidence,  on  the  trial, 
though  not  certified  according  to 
law  :  Held,  that,  as  they  related  to 
a  fact  not  in  issue,  their  admission 
could  not  be  assigned  for  error. 

Ibid. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  Where  T.  had  purchased  a  lot  of 
land  by  parol,  paid  the  purchase- 
money,  taken  possession  of  the 
land  by  consent  of  the  vendor, 
and  received  the  title  deeds  for 
the  purpose  of  preparing  a  deed  : 
Held,  that  these  facts  took  the 
case  out  of  the  statue  of  frauds, 
and  that  a  court  of  equity  would 
enforce  a  specific  performance  of 
the  contract.  Thornton  v.  Heiis  of 
Henry,  221 

2.  Where  a  guardian  ad  litem,  of  in- 
fant heirs,  puts  in  an  answer  to  a 
bill  in  chancery,  admitting  the  alle- 
gations, a  court  of  chancery,  be- 
ing the  general  guardian  of  in- 
fants, may,  doubtless,  set  aside 
the  answer  of  the  guardian,  and 
direct  him  to  put  in  an  answer  re- 
quiring the  plaintiff  to  prove  the 
facts  set  out  in  his  bill.  But  it  will 
not  set  up  the  statute  of  frauds  to 
defeat  the  specific  execution  of  a 
parol  contract  for  the  purchase  of 
land,  where  it  is  not  rehed  on  by 
the  heirs  or  their  guardian.        Ibid. 

See  Chancery,  13. 

STATE  BANK  OF  ILLINOIS. 
",  ^ee  Bank,  1. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 
See  Fraud.  _, 

STEAMBOAT. 

See  Common  Carrier. 

SUPERSEDEAS. 

1.  Probable  cause  for  reversing  a 
judgment  is  good  ground  for 
granting  a  supersedeas.  Loiui-y  et  al, 
V.  Bryant,  2 

>See  Replevin,  4. 
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SURETY. 
See  Principal  and  Surety. 

SURPLUSAGE. 
See  Process,  1. 

TAXES  AND  TAXATION. 

A  penalty  imposed  by  an  ordi- 
nance of  an  incorporated  town, 
for  selling  liquor  without  license, 
is  not  a  tax;  nor  is  it  necessary 
that  such  corporation  should  im- 
pose a  fine  upon  the  individual 
who  is  guilty  of  a  breach  of  it,  be- 
fore suit  can  be  maintained  for  its 
recovery.  The  ordinance  itself  is 
sufficient.  King  et  al.  v.  Jackson- 
ville, 306 

TENANT  IN  COMMON. 
See  Evidence,  5. 

TENDER  AND  REFUSAL. 
See  Award,  3. 

TERMS  OF  ART. 
See  Contract,  1,  2. 

TIME. 

The  time  fixed  for  the  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  is,  at  law, 
deemed  of  the  essence  of  the 
contract ;  and  if  the  seller  is  not 
able  and  ready  to  perform  his  part 
of  the  agreement  on  that  day,  the 
purchaser  may  elect  to  consider 
the  contract  at  an  end.  Taylor  v. 
Young  et  al.,  447 

TITLE. 
See  Right  of  Wat,  2. 


TORT. 


See  Action,  3. 


TOWN. 


See  License. 


TRANSCRIPT  OF  RECORD. 
See  Exemplification. 

TRESPASS. 

1.  Where   an   action   of    trespass  is 
brought  against  two,   and  the  evi- 


dence shows  that  only  one  of  the 
defendants  is  guilty,  the  proper 
course  to  be  pursued  by  the  de- 
fendant, against  whom  no  off"ense 
is  proved,  is  to  move  the  Court  to 
instruct  the  jury  to  render  a  ver- 
dict in  his  favor,  or  that  the  jury 
can  find  one  guilty  and  acquit  the 
other.  It  is  not  error  for  the 
Court,  in  such  case,  to  refuse  to 
instruct  the  jury  to  find  for  the 
defendants  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit. 
It  is  manifestly  more  discreet  to 
leave  the  jury  to  decide  on  the 
nature  of  the  conduct  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  what  participation 
each  had  in  the  acts  charged  in 
the  declaration.  Owens  ei  al.  v. 
Derby,  28 

2.  Where  the  plaintiff  had  made 
from  timber  growing  on  govern- 
ment land,  a  quantity  of  rails,  and 
left  them  piled  up  upon  the  land, 
and  the  defendant  afterwards  pur- 
chased the  land  of  the  government, 
and  converted  the  rails  to  his  own  " 
use  :  Held,  that  they  did  not  pass 
with  the  land,  and  that  the  plaint- 
iff could  maintain  an  action  of 
trespass  against  the  defendant,  and 
recover  the  value  of  the  rails  taken. 
Wincher  v.  Shrewsbury,  284 

3.  The  law  is  well  settled,  that 
where  property  has  been  taken 
tortiously,  and  without  the  assent 
or  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  same  has  not  been  converted 
into  money  or  money's  worth,  and 
there  has  been  no  subsequent 
promise  by  the  defendant  to  pay 
for  the  same,  the  plaintiff  cannot 
waive  the  tort,  and  recover  the 
value  of  the  property  in  an  ac- 
tion for  money  had  and  received. 
Morrison  et  al.  v.  Rogers,  318 

4.  In  order  to  sustain  an  action  for 
trespass,  under  the  ^^  Act  to  define 
the  extent  of  Possession,  in  Cas- 
es of  Settlement  on  Oovernment 
Lands,"  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  premises  should  be  enclosed 
by  a  fence ;  nor  is  it  necessary 
that  the  plaintiff  should  be  set- 
tled on  the  same  tract  of  land 
upon  which  the  trespass  was  com- 
mitted, or  one  immediately  adjoin- 
ing it.      Gleason  et  al.  v.  Ednninds, 

451 
5.  A  plea  of  justification  for  several 
defendants,    in   an    action   of  tres- 
pass, must  be   sustained  as  to  the 
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whole,  or  none ;  under  it  a  part 
cannot  be  acquitted,  and  a  part 
convicted.  Ihid. 

6.  In  an  action  for  trespass  on  gov- 
ernment lands,  under  the  "  Act  to 
define  the  extent  of  Possession,  in 
Cases  of  Settlement  on  Oovernment 
Lands"  the  Court  permitted  the 
following  questions  to  be  asked  a 
witness,  though  objected  to  by  the 
defendants,  to  wit : 

(1.)  What  is  the  custom  of  the  neigh- 
borhood in  relation  to  holding 
claims? 

(2.)  If  two  pieces  of  land  be  claimed, 
one  on  the  prairie,  and  one  in  the 
timber,  not  exceeding  320  acres 
in  all,  what  is  the  custom  in  your 
neighborhood  in  relation  to  it  ? 

(3.)  How  is  land  so  claimed  in  your 
neighborhood  counted,  as  one  or 
two  claims?  Held,  that  there  was 
no  error.  Ihid. 

7.  In  the  same  case,  the  Court 
instructed  the  jury,  that  the  question 
of  settlement  was  one  of  fact 
applied  to  the  act,  to  be  ascertained 
by  the  neighborhood  of  country 
in  which  the  trespass  was  com- 
mitted ;  and  if  the  jury  believed, 
from  the  evidence,  that  the  plaint- 
iff had  settled  on  the  unsurveyed 
public  lands,  according  to  the 
spirit  and  intendment  of  the  act 
referred  to,  and  such  claim  did 
not  exceed  320  acres,  and  was  ascer- 
tained by  landmarks  so  plainly 
made,  that  the  same  might  be 
designated  from  other  lands  con- 
tiguous thereto,  in  the  same  neigh- 
borhood of  country,  that  they 
might  find  for  the  plaintiff,  if  they 
also  believed  from  the  evidence, 
that  the  defendant  had  commit- 
ted trespasses  on  the  plaintiff's 
claim.  Ibid. 

8.  The  Court  further  said,  that  if 
the  jury  believed  from  the  evi- 
dence, that  the  plaintiff  was  a  man 
without  a  family,  yet,  if  they  believed 
he  had  made  all  the  landmarks 
mentioned  in  the  statute,  and  was, 
by  the  witnesses  of  the  neighbor- 
hood, considered,  after  such  marks, 
a  settler,  that  then  they  also 
might  thus  find,  as  that  was  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury  to 
determine,  from  the  evidence,  and 
not  for  the  Court,  Ibid. 

9.  The  Court  also  instructed  the  jury, 
that    if    they    believed    from    the 


evidence,  that  this  claim,  not  exceed- 
ing 320  acres,  was  separate,  the 
prairie  disconnected  from  the  tim- 
ber; and  that  if  they  believed  it 
was  one  claim,  from  the  witnesses 
from  the  same  neighborhood  of 
country  where  the  claim  was  made, 
that  then  they  might  find  that  fact, 
if  the  trespasses  were  committed 
on  one  of  the  pieces,  so  recognized 
by  the  neighborhood,  as  the  plaint- 
iff's claim.  Jbid. 

10.  The  Court  also  instructed  the  jury, 
that  if  they  should  believe  from,  the 
evidence,  that  one  of  the  defend- 
ants had,  prior  to  the  settle- 
ment on  the  claim  spoken  of, 
erected  a  brush  fence,  and  he  at 
the  time  of  the  supposed  tres- 
passes, resided  not  on  this,  but  on 
his  own  land,  bought  of  govern- 
ment ;  and  this  fence  was  broken 
down,  or  in  part  taken  away,  so 
as  not  to  make  it  an  enclosure  as 
contemplated  by  law,  that  his 
former  act  of  making  the  fence 
was  no  justification  to  the  tres- 
pass, unless  he  resided  on  the  land, 
or  claimed  it  according  to  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  in  ques- 
tion :  Held,  that  the  instructions 
were  not  erroneous.  Ibid. 

11.  In  an  action  against  the  defendant 
for  cutting  trees,  under  the  "  Act 
to  prevent  trespassing  by  cutting 
Timber,"  it  is  necessary  to  show 
that  the  act  had  been  willfully 
violated,  by  proof  that  the  defend- 
ant, in  his  own  person,  cut  the 
trees,  or  induced  another  person 
to  do  so,  by  his  command  or  au- 
thority. It  is  not  sufficient  to  show 
that  the  trees  were  cut  by  persons 
employed  by  the  defendant  to  cut 
timber  on  his  own  land,  and  appro- 
priated by  them,  to  the  use  of 
the     defendant.       Cushing   v.  Dill, 

461 

12.  Semble,  That  the  remedy  given 
by  statute,  for  the  cutting  of  trees, 
is  in  addition  to  the  remedy  by 
common  law,  and  a  recovery  under 
the  statute  would  not  bar  an  action 
of  trespass.  Ibid 

USE  AND    OCCUPATION. 

1.  In  an  action  for  use  and  occupa- 
tion of  a  ferry  and  ferry  landing, 
the  plaintiff  proved  that  the  de- 
fendant   had    a  conversation   with 
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the  plaintiff's  agent,  in  which  the 
plaintiff's  agent  wished  the  de- 
fendant to  agree  to  pay  a  specific 
rent,  to  which  the  defendant  made 
no  other  objection  than  to  the 
amount  of  'rent  required,  and  of- 
fered a  smaller  sum,  which  was 
not  agreed  to  ;  and  that  the  de- 
fendant continued  to  use  and  oc- 
cupy the  premises :  Held^  that  the 
evidence,  was  insufficient  to  estab- 
lish the  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant,  or  to  support  the  action 
Ballentine  v.  McDotuell,  30 

USURY. 

It  is  a  well-settled  principle,  that 
the  bo7ia  fide  purchase  of  a  note, 
in  a  fair  course  of  trade,  at  a  great- 
er discount  than  the  rate  of  in- 
terest allowed  by  law,  is  not  usurious, 
where  the  original  consideration 
was  not  tainted  with  usury.  Raphe 
V.  Morgan,  562 

VARIANCE. 

1.  Where  a  declaration  alleged  that 
J.  H.  &  Co.,  together  with  B.  C. 
Jr.,  endorsed  the  note  to  the  plaint- 
iffs, and  the  note,  when  produced 
in  evidence,  showed  the  blank  en- 
dorsements of  J.  H.  &  Co.,  and  B. 
C.  Jr. :  Held,  that  there  was  no 
variance.  OUlliam  v.  State  Bank 
of  Illinois,  247 

2.  An  indictment  for  having  in  pos- 
session a  forged  bank  bill,  with 
intent  to  utter  and  pass  the  same, 
set  out  in  the  bill  hoic  verba,  but 
in  copying  the  bill,  the  letter  "  C  " 
was  omitted.  The  bill  introduced 
in  evidence  was  lettered  "  C,"  in 
the  usual  place  for  marking  bank 
bills  with  letters:  Held,  that  there 
was  no  variance.  Held,  also,  that 
a  note  payable  to  "B.  Aymar,  or 
bearer,"  was  properly  admitted  in 
evidence,  where  the  description  in 
licec  verba  was  ''B.  Amar,  bearer." 
Quigley  v.  The  People,  302 
See  Evidence,  7,  8,  9 ;  Execu- 
tion, 2. 

VENDOR  AND   PURCHASER. 

The  time  fixed  for  the  performance 
of  a  contract  is,  at  law,  deem- 
ed of  the  essence  of  the  contract; 
and  if  the  seller  is  not  able  and 
ready  to  perform    his   part  of  the 


agreement    on    that   day,  the  pur- 
chaser  may  elect   to    consider    Ihe 
:  contract  at  an  end.      Tyler  v.  Young 
"etal,  447 

See  Deed  ;  Pleading — Pleas,  1,  2,  4, 
5 ;  Promissory  Notes,  1,  2,  3, 
22,  23,  24;  Sale  of  Property; 
School  Lands;  Trespass,  2  ; 
Warranty. 

VERDICT. 

See  Jury,  2,  3. 

WARRANT. 
See  Process,  1. 

WARRANTY. 

1.  In  an  action  by  Gr.  against  T.,  to 
recover  for  a  breach  of  an  alleged 
warranty  of  the  quality  of  a  lot  of 
tobacco  sold  by  T.  to  G.,  the  plaint- 
iff introduced  in  evidence  the  fol- 
lowing bill  of  sale,  to  wit : 

"iVezy  Haven,  February,  1836. 
"  Mr.  E.  H.  Gatewood  bought  of 
H.  &  I.  Towell  2,951  lbs,  good  first 
and  second  rate  tobacco,  at  $4.50, 
$132.79^.  Received  payment  by 
the  hands  of  I.  Kirkham. 

"Henry  Towell. 
Isaac  Towell." 
He  then  proved  by  parol  testimony, 
that  the  tobacco  was  not  good  first 
and  second  rate  tobacco,  and 
there  rested  his  case.  The  de- 
fendants then  offered  to  prove  by 
a  witness,  who  was  present  at  the 
pale,  the  terms  of  the  contract: 
Held,  that  the  proof  was  admissi- 
ble, and  that  the  bill  of  sale  could 
only  be  regarded  as  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars, and  not  as  a  warranty  of 
the  quality  of  the  tobacco.  Toivell 
et  al.  V.  Gatewood,  25 

2.  It  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  a 
warranty,  that  it  should  be  made  at 
the  time  of  sale;  or,  if  made  after- 
wards, that  it  be  upon  a  new  consid- 
eration. Ibid 

3.  No  particular  words  or  form  of 
expression  is  necessary  to  create  a 
warranty,  but  there  is  a  distinc- 
tion as  to  the  legal  effect  of  ex- 
pressions when  used  in  reference 
to  a  matter  of  fact,  and  when  used 
to  express  an  impression  or  opin- 
ion. Where  the  representation  is 
positive  and  relates  to  a  matter  of 
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fact,  it  constitntres  a  warranty,  as 
that  a  ship  is  an  American  or  a 
French  ship,  or  that  the  crew  con- 
sists of  so  many  hands.  But  where 
the  representation  relates  to  that 
whicli  is  a  matter  of  opinion  or 
fancy,  as,  for  example,  the  vakie  of 
a  horse  or  painting,  the  represen- 
tation is  to  be  regarded  as  an  ex- 
pression of  opinion,  rather  than 
such  a  verification  of  a  fact  as  Avill 
amount  to  a  warranty,  unless  that 
idea  is  excluded  by  an  express 
warranty,  or  such  other  declara- 
tion as  leaves  no  doubt  of  the  inten- 
tion to  make  a  warranty.  Ihid. 

WILLS  AND  TESTAMENTS. 

1.  Under  the  statute,  on  appeal  from 
the  decision  of  a  Probate  Court 
in  relation  to  the  pi'obate  of  a 
will,  it  is  proper  for  the  Circuit 
Court  to  direct  the  trial  to  be 
had  before  a  jury ;  and  on  such 
trial  it  is  not  competent  for  either 
party  to  introduce  any  testimony 
in  relation  to  the  sanity  of  the  tes- 
tator, except  that  of  the  subscrib- 
ing witnesses,  who  may  be  sworn 
and  testify  before  the  jury  ;  and 
unless  two  of  said  witnesses  con- 
cur in  the  belief  that  the  testator 
was  of  sound  mind  at  the  time  of 
executing  the  will,  it  cannot  be 
admitted  to  probate.  The  belief 
of  the  witnesses  may  be  formed 
not    only    upon    what     transpired 


at  the  time  of  executing  the  will, 
but  also  upon  events  which  hap- 
pened before ;  and  the  jury  need 
not  inquire  into  the  foundation  of 
the  witnesses'  belief,  nor  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which,  nor  the 
time  Avlien,  such  belief  was  form- 
ed. The  trial  in  the  Circuit  Court 
should  be  de  novo;  and  as  to  all 
questions  except  the  sanity  of  the 
testator,  the  parties  are  not  re- 
stricted to  the  .testimony  of  the 
subscribing  witnesses,  oi'  the  evi- 
dence adduced  before  the  Court  of 
Probate.  Walker  v.  Walker,  294 
2.  The  provision  in  the  statute  of 
wills,  ''  that  claims  for  debts  may 
be  tried  by  a  jury,  as  in  other 
cases,"  is  not  a  prohibition  of  the 
right  to  a  trial  by  jury  in  any  other 
cases  arisins:  under  the  act.       Ibid. 


:WITNESS. 
See  Evidence. 

WRIT  OF  ERROR. 
See  Appeal. 

WRIT  OF  RESTITUTION. 

The  awarding  of  a  writ  of  restitu- 
tion upon  the  disnu'ssal  of  an  ap- 
peal, in  a  case  of  forcible  detainer, 
is  not  error.     Harlan  v.  Scott,       66 
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